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EXPANSION OF SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 
1960 AND 1961 


WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 20, 1960 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON Darry AND PouLTRY 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon, Lester R. Johnson (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Johnson (presiding), Abernethy, Thomp- 
son, Hagen, Coad, Levering, McIntire, Dixon, and Quie. 

Also present: Representatives Jennings, Hogan, Stubblefield, and 
Dague. 

Christine S. Gallagher, clerk; Hyde H. Murray, assistant clerk, and 
John Heimburger, counsel. 

Mr. Jounson (presiding). The committee will please come to 
order. 

The hearing this morning is on a group of bills to increase the au- 
thorization for the children’s milk program. 

The bills before us this morning are as follows: 

H.R. 9329, by Mr. Hogan; H.R. 9331, by myself ; H.R. 9366 by Mrs. 
Pfost; H.R. 9370 by Mr. Quie; H.R. 9469 by Mr. Wolf; H.R. 9496 by 
Mr. Jennings; H.R. 9498 by Mr. Kastenmeier; H.R. 9553 by Mr. 
Roosevelt ; H.R. 9633 by Mr. Hagen; H.R. 9677 by Mr. Cohelan; H.R. 
9688 by Mr. McFall; H.R. 9690 by Mr. McGovern; H.R. 9694 by Mr. 
Clem Miller; H.R. 9699 by Mr. Saund; H.R. 9766 by Mr. Garnahan; 
H.R. 9769 by Mr. Hechler; and H.R. 9771 by Mr. Johnson of 
California. 

These will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The bills referred to are as follows :) 


[H.R. 9329, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in the schools”, approved 
July 1 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., see. 1446 note), is amended to read as follows: 
“That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and for 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consumption 
of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high school grade and under ; 
and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses, sum- 


See and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training of 
children,” 


1 
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[H.R. 9331, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 an@ 
1961 under the special milk program for children 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, approved July 
1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amended to read as follows: 
“That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the funds 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consump- 
tion of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade and 
under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement 
houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care 
and training of children.” 


{H.R. 9366, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in the schools”, approved 
July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1446 note), is amended to read as follows: 
“That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the funds 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consumption 
of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high school grade and under; 
and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses, sum- 
mer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training 
of children.” 


(H.R. 9370, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To increase and make permanent the special milk program 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of Public Law 85-478 
(72 Stat. 276), as amended, is amended to read as follows: “That for the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1958, not to exceed $78,000,000, and for the fiscal year be- 
ginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1960, and for each fiscal year thereafter, not to exceed $90,000,000 of the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the con- 
sumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high school grade 
and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child care centers, settlement 
houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care 
and training of children.” 





(H.R. 9469, 86th Cong., 24 sess. ] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, approved 
July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amended to read as fol- 
lows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, 
and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of 
the funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the 
consumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high school 
grade and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, 
settlement houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to 
the care and training of children.” 
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(H.R. 9496, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, approved July 1, 
1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amended to read as follows: “That 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consumption of fluid 
milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade and under; and 
(2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses, summer 
camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training of 
children.” 





(H.R. 9498, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue he special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, approved July 1, 
1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amended to read as follows: “That 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consumption of fluid 
milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade and under; and 
(2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses, summer 
camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training of 
children.” 





(H. R. 9553, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To inerease the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled 
“An Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of 
improved nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, ap- 
proved July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amenged to read 
as follows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed 
$85,000,000, and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,- 
000, of the funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase 
the consumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school 
grade and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settle- 
ment houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the 
care and training of children.” 


(H.R. 9633, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled 
“An Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of 
improved nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, ap- 
proved July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amended to read 
as follows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed 
$85,000,000, and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,- 
000, of the funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase 
the consumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school 
grade and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settle- 
ment houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the 
care and training of children.” 











4 SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 


[H.R. 9677, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congres assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, approved July 1, 
1958, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1446 note), is amended to read as follows: “That for 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and for the fiseal 
year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consumption of 
fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade and under; 
and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses, sum- 
mer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training 
of children.” 


[H.R. 9688, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled 
“An Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of 
improved nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, ap- 
proved July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1446 note), is amended to read as 
follows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, 
and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the con- 
sumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade 
and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement 
houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care 
and training of children.” 


[H.R. 9690, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 
A BILL To increase and extend the special milk program 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of Public Law 85-478 
(72 Stat. 276), as amended, is further amended to read as follows: “That for 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1958, not to exceed $78,000,000, and for the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and for the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1960, and for each fiscal year thereafter, not to exceed $90,000,000 
of the funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the 
consumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school 
grade and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settle- 
ment houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the 
care and training of children.” 


[H.R. 9694, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal year 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled 
“An Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of 
improved nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, ap 
proved July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., section 1446 note), is amended to 
read as follows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed 
$85,000,000, and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,- 
000, of the funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase 
the consumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school 
grade and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settle 
ment houses, summer camps, anil similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the 
care and training of children.” 
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(H.R. 9699, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled “An 
Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of improved 
nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, approved July 1, 
1958, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1446 note), is amended to read as follows: “That for 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, and for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consumption of 
fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade and under ; 
and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses, 
summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training 


of children.” 





[H.R. 9766, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled 
“An Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of 
improved nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, 
approved July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amended to 
read as follows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed 
$85,000,000, and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed 
$90,000,000, of the funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to 
increase the consumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of 
high-school grade and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care 
centers, settlement houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions 
devoted to the care and training of children.” 


[H.R. 9769, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled 
“An Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of im- 
proved nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools’, approved 
July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C., sec. 1446 note), is amended to read as fol- 
lows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, 
and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the con- 
sumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade 
and under; and (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement 
houses, Summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the eare 
and training of children.” 


[H.R. 9771, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 and 
1961 under the special milk program for children 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of the Act entitled 
“An Act to continue the special milk program for children in the interest of 
improved nutrition by fostering the consumption of fluid milk in schools”, ap- 
proved July 1, 1958, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1446 note), is amended to read as fol- 
lows: “That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $85,000,000, 
and for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $90,000,000, of the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the con- 
sumption of fluid milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high-school grade 
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and under; (2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement 
houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and 
training of children.” 

Mr. Jounson. On November 11, 1959, the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture announced that the Federal reimbursement rate to schools 
under the children’s milk program will be cut by half cent per half 
pint of milk on March 1 of this year. At the present time, schools 
under the type A national school lunch program receive a maximum of 
4 cents per half pint of milk which is served as a separately priced 
item. In schools and child-care institutions serving just the milk, the 
maximum reimbursement rate is 3 cents per half pint. 

At this point in the printed report of these hearings, I would like to 
insert a copy of the USDA’s announcement, which appeared in the 
Federal Register. 

(The excerpt from the Federal Register is as follows :) 


SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 





[24 F.R, 221 November 11, 1959] 


CHAPTER V—AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Part 502—SpecraL MitK PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN 


MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS 


The designated sections and paragraphs of the regulations for the Special 
Milk Program for Children are hereby amended to read as follows: 


§ 502.200 General purpose and scope. 

This part announces the policies and prescribes the general regulations with 
respect to the operation of the Special Milk Program for Children, under Public 
Law 85-478, as amended, and sets forth the general requirements for participa- 
tion in the Program. The act reads as follows: 

“For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1958, not to exceed $78,000,000, and for 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, not to exceed $81,000,000, and for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, not to exceed $84,000,000, of the funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be used to increase the consumption of fluid 
milk by children (1) in nonprofit schools of high school grade and under; and 
(2) in nonprofit nursery schools, child-care centers, settlement houses, summer 
camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and training of 
children. Amounts expended hereunder and under the authority contained in 
the last sentence of section 201(c) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
shall not be considered as amounts expended for the purpose of carrying out 
the price-support program.” 


§502.202 Advance of funds to State Agencies, 

(a) As soon as possible after the beginning of each Federal fiscal year, FDD- 
AMS will announce the amount of funds which it will reserve for that fiscal 
year for each State Agency. In establishing each reserve, FDD-AMS will take 
into account the total amount of reimbursement payments made during the 
preceding Federal fiscal year to the class or classes of schools and institutions in 
which the State Agency will administer the program during the then current 


year. 

a ” ~ a * os a 
$502.208 Reimbursement. 

a * am om a os 7 


(b) (1) Until March 1, 1960, the maximum rate of reimbursement for schools 
that offer milk to children as a separately priced item shall be four cents 
per half pint in schools that serve Type A lunches under the National School 
Lunch Program. For other schools and for child-care institutions that offer 
milk to children as a separately priced item, the maximum rate of reimbursement 
shall be three cents per half pint. 
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(2) Effective March 1, 1960, the maximum authorized rates of reimbursement 
shall be three and one-half cents per half pint for schools that serve Type A 
lunches under the National School Lunch Program. For other schools and for 
child-care institutions that offer milk to children as a separately priced item 
the maximum authorized rate of reimbursement shall be two and one-half cents 

r half pint. 
(8) Sose-than-gedixintum rates of reimbursement shall be assigned, or assigned 
rates shall be adjusted, if circumstances indicate such action is advisable. 
§ 502.218 [Deletion] 

Section 502.218 Operations pending issuance of regulations is deleted. 


(Sec. 4, 62 Stat. 1070; 15 U.S.C. 714b. Interpret or apply 72 Stat. 276, 73 Stat. 363; 
7 U.S.C. 1446 note) 


Effective date. These amendments shall become effective upon publication in 
the FEDERAL REGISTER. 
TRUE D. Morsg, 


Acting Secretary. 
NovEMBER 5, 1959. 


[F.R. Doe. 59-9578; Filed Nov. 10, 1959; 8:50 a.m.] 


Mr. Jounson. I was very disturbed to hear of the coming cut in 
the reimbursement rate, and when I returned to Washington in late 
November, I immediately looked into the reasons behind the USDA’s 
announcement. I learned that the children’s milk program has grown 
to the point where the $81 million authorized for fiscal 1960 will not 
cover the expanded program at the present reimbursement rate. In 
order to enable the current reimbursement rate to be continued, it 
is estimated that the authorization for the program will have to be 
raised to $85 million for fiseal 1960 and to $90 million for fiseal 1961. 

During the 6 years the children’s milk program has been in opera- 
tion, it has amply demonstrated its worth. In the past fiscal year, 
some 2.2 billion half pints of milk were consumed by children under 
the program. The number of participating schools, child-care in- 
stitutions, and summer camps climbed to an all-time high of more than 
81,500 during the same period. This figure is better than 5,000 higher 
than the 1958 total of participating organizations. . 

Preliminary reports indicate that the program is continuing to 
expand during the current school year. For instance, the State of 
Utah needs 26 percent more money to carry on its expanded children’s 
milk program this year than was needed last year. 

However, as successful as the program has been, it still reaches 
barely one-half of our Nation’s schoolchildren. Nutritionists agree 
that milk is nature’s most nearly perfect food. I feel it is vitally im- 
portant for the children of our country to have a sufficient amount of 
wholesome, nutritious milk. 

This can hardly be accomplished unless sufficient funds are made 
available so the children’s milk program can keep pace with rising 
school enrollment as well as encouraging additional schools to join 
this worthwhile program. For a school which is thinking of taking 
part in the program, nothing could be more discouraging than the fear 
that the funds for the program might run out in the middle of the 
school year—or the fear that the reimbursement rate to the schools 
miglit be sliced. 

_ If the announced cut in the Federal reimbursement rate to schools 
1s allowed to go through, naturally the price of school milk will go 
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up. And if the students have to pay more for the milk, there will be 
a decrease in milk consumption in the schools, particularly among 
children from low-income families. These are the youngsters who 
need the milk the most, because they very likely are not getting enough 
milk at home. 

The direct relationship between the price the children pay for the 
milk and the amount they drink has been proven by studies conducted 
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. I would like to quote from 
a USDA news story entitled “Special Milk Program Continues To 
Increase Children’s Milk Consumption.” It was released to the press 
on January 5, 1960, and the paragraph on the correlation between 
milk prices and consumption reads as follows: 

Schools, nursery schools, settlement houses, summer camps and other child- 
care institutions have found that children want to drink more milk. The more 
opportunities found to serve milk at additional times during the day, the more 
milk the youngsters will drink. The opportunity to make milk available to them 
at a special price—lower than they would ordinarily pay—through operation of 
the special milk program has resulted in substantial extra sales and increased 
consumption by children. 

The actual administration of the children’s milk program by the 
Department of Agriculture has been excellent. Administrative pro- 
cedures have been worked out to encourage broad participation by 
schools, summer camps, and child-care institutions. 

Last year, however, Department of Agriculture policymakers tried 
to hold back the program. To use their own words, they wanted to 
“stabilize the program” by keeping expenditures at the level of $75 
million a year. 

Such action would not result in a stabilization of the program. 
Rather, it would mean a gradual diminishing of the program, since the 
number of schools and the number of schoolchildren continue to in- 
crease. Any program such as the children’s milk program cannot 
stand still. It either advances or it starts downhill. 

When hearings were held before this subcommittee on January 24, 
1956, on a proposal to increase the authorization for the program, I 
recall that Roy Lennartson, then Deputy Administrator of the 
USDA’s Food Distribution Division, testified in favor of the fund 
increase. He noted that the President had reported in his farm mes- 
sage to Congress that this program to increase fluid-milk consumption 
by schoolchildren had met with gratifying success—both as a means 
of contributing to better health habits and as a means of expanding 
present and future farm markets. The President also recommended 
the children’s milk program be extended and enlarged. 

I find the administration’s 1956 views on the children’s milk pro- 
gram more realistic and forward looking than its 1959 views on the 
subject. On March 17, 1958, Mr. Clarence L. Miller stated before our 
committee: 

In a period where it is highly essential that every possible economy be made in 


Federal expenditures, we feel that a $75 million level for this program is 
adequate. 

Instead of being satisfied with reaching a little over half cf our 
schoolchildren with this milk program, we should be looking for 
ways and means of extending its benefits to more and more schools and 


child-care institutions. 
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On the opening day of the 2d session of the 86th Congress, I intro- 
duced a bill which would increase the amount of Commodity Credit 
Corporation funds that can be used for the children’s milk program 
from $81 million to $85 million for fiscal 1960, and from $85 million to 
$90 million for fiscal 1961. 

The first witness that we have this morning is Mr. Clarence L. 
Miller, Assistant Secretary of the Department of Agriculture. 

Will you please come forward, Mr. Miller, together with those ac- 
companying you ? ; 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jounson. Will you identify yourself and those with you for 
the record ? 

Mr. Miuier. Mr. Chairman, I have with me at the table Mr. Roy 
W. Lennartson, Deputy Administrator for Marketing Services of the 
Agricultural Marketing Administration; Mr. Martin D. Garber, Di- 
rector, Food Distribution Division, Agricultural Marketing Service; 
Mr. Howard P. Davis, Deputy Director, Food Distribution Division, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, and Mr. Nathan Koenig, special as- 
sistant to the Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Service. 

We have a prepared statement, and when I have finished reading 
the prepared statement I would like to make some further remarks 
with respect to the bills. 

Mr. Jounson. Do I understand you correctly that you would like 
first to finish your complete statement before questions ? 

Mr. Miter. Yes, if you please. 

Mr. Jounson. Very well, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE L. MILLER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY ROY W. LENNARTSON, DEPUTY 
ADMINISTRATOR FOR MARKETING SERVICES; MARTIN D. GAR- 
BER, DIRECTOR, FOOD DISTRIBUTION DIVISION; HOWARD P. 
DAVIS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, FOOD DISTRIBUTION DIVISION, 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE; AND NATHAN KOENIG, 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, AGRIGULTURAL 
MARKETING SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mruter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we in 
the Department of Agriculture appreciate this opportunity to discuss 
the special milk program and to comment on the several bills before 
this subcommittee to increase the amount of Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration funds available for the program in 1960 and 1961. 

This has been a successful program, providing more adequate sup- 
plies of milk to children and broadening markets for the dairy in- 
dustry. , 

Last year, over 81,000 schools, child-care institutions and summer 
camps were in the program and participating children consumed 
nearly 2.2 billion half pints of milk. That volume represents a little 
over 2 percent of annual fluid milk consumption. 

_ Program costs, including administrative costs, were $74.9 million 
in 1959. Expenditures for reimbursement purposes totaled $74.3 mil- 
lion in 1959, about 12 percent higher than in 1958. 
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While the program has been of real benefit to institutions and camps, 
schools represented by far the largest outlet, with over 78,000 in the 
program in 1959. We estimate that the program is now available to 
better than three out of every four children enrolled in school. We 
feel this is an exceptionally good record because there are always 
schools which, for one reason or another, do not elect to participate 
in a Federal program. Moreover, many small schools located in re- 
mote areas do not have access to a regular supply of fluid milk, or the 
supply is sufficient only to meet school lunch needs, or they do not 
have facilities to handle extra milk. 

Not all children drink milk at school when it is available. Our esti- 
mates indicate that about 22 million children were drinking milk at 
school last year, either as part of the school lunch or at other times 
during the school day. These milk drinkers represented about 54 
percent of school enrollment in 1959. 

This milk program was originally established as part of the dairy 
price support program in the Agri icultural Act of 1954 and was author- 
ized to run for a 2-year period, through June of 1956. It was then 
extended through 1958 and, subsequently, an authorization was passed 
making $75 million of CCC funds available for each of the fse ul years 
1959 through 1961 

In April of last year the authorization for 1959 was increased to 
$78 million by the Congress in order to assure enough ns to con- 
tinue the program w ithout change for the entire se hool yea Subse- 
quently, the authorization was increased to $81 million tov 1960 and 
to $84 million for 1961. When these increases were being considered 
by the Congress, the Department took the position that the time had 
arrived to stabilize the use of CCC funds for this activity. Our posi- 
tion took into account the improvement in the overall dairy situation 
and our belief that any increase in the fund authorization would onl 
pave the way for further increases in subsequent years. We also felt 
that if the extra nutritional value of milk, rather than price support, 
was to be the basis for a further expansion in the program, the addi- 
tional funds should come from State and local sources rather than the 
Federal Treasury. 

The increased authorizations provided for an 8 percent expansion 
in fiscal year 1960 expenditures under the special milk program and 
an additional 4 percent in 1961. In contrast, a 12 percent expansion 
had occurred last year and a 10 percent expansion in 1958. These 
facts raised a serious question as to whether the 1960 authorization 
would provide sufficient funds for a full year’s operations unless re- 
imbursement rates were reduced. Another 10 percent expansion could 
put reimbursement expenditures at near $82 million, compared with 
the $80.3 million available after taking out the reserve for administra- 
tive expenses. 

In addition, because of the difficulty of accurately forecasting ex- 
penditures (the funds must be divided among 88 separate ace ounts), 
it is necessary to have a $2 million to $3 million reserve to give States 
advance assurances that funds will prove to be adequate to last out 
the entire school year and finance June operations in summer camps. 

For example, even though reimbursement payments last year were 
a little less than $75 million, in late February States were estimating 
their needs at almost $78 million and were preparing to adjust their 
programs in line with the indicated deficit. It was this situation 
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which led the Congress to increase the 1959 authorization to $78 
million. 

With the definite indication that program expansion would outrun 
available funds in both 1960 and 1961, on November 3, 1959, the 
Department notified State school officials that the 4- and 3-cent reim- 
bursement rates would be reduced to 314 and 21% cents on March 1, 
1960, giving States adequate time to inform schools of the change. 

This action put us in a position to: (1) Assure all States in ad- 
vance that funds would be sufficient to cover all obligations; (2) 
provide an equitable distribution of funds among the States, taking 
into account the need to provide all schools and children an equal 
opportunity to participate, which means that actual program expan- 
sion will be greater in some States than in others; and (3) anticipate 
and provide for further program expansion in 1961. 

We have just completed an analysis of operations through Novem- 
ber. It indicates that if the March reduction had not been announced, 
the estimated annual needs for reimbursement and administrative 
expense would have been about $82 million, compared with the $81 
million available. 

In any program of this type the time inevitably arrives when a de- 
cision must be made to introduce some degree of financial stability 
into the program. From the standpoint of the original price support 
purpose of the special milk program and the generally favorable 
current position of the dairy industry, now appears to be an opportune 
time to adjust the program so as to begin to level off the Federal con- 
tribution. Most certainly, we would be strongly opposed to any 
action to put the present program on a permanent basis. 

In 1954, when the program was first included as an additional 
method of price support, holdings of dairy products in Government 
hands reached an all-time high of 114 billion pounds. The situation 
today is far different. Prices received by farmers so far during this 
marketing year have averaged above the support level and surplus 
purchases have been at a relatively low level. It is estimated that 
‘ash receipts to milk producers from marketings during 1960 will be 
the highest on record and supplies and commercial use of milk more 
nearly in balance than in several years. In other words, we have 
gone far in working our way out of the very serious surplus situation 
which led to the inauguration of the special milk program. 

Because of these highly favorable Seesionniints and the greatly 
improved situation in the dairy industry, we in the Department of 
Agriculture still hold to the general position that the use of CCC funds 
for the special milk program should be stabilized. However, we 
recognize the operating difficulties in changing rates of reimbursement 
under the program, especially during the middle of the year, and also 
that there would be some year-to-year growth because of increasing 
school enrollments. In announcing last November that the reimburse- 
ment rates under the program would be reduced by one-half cent, we 
wanted to give as much advance notice as possible so that the schools 
would have time in which to make necessary adjustments and we also 
felt that Congress might want to review the program before the new 
rates went into effect March 1. 

Mr. Jounson. There is just one question I want to ask you, Mr. 
Miller, before you add to your prepared statement. 
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In order to come out on the program, is it necessary to have a $3 
million leeway ? 

Mr. Mixer. That is about what we estimate, Mr. Chairman, to 
enable us to have elbowroom, to turn around, and to actually allocate 
the available funds. 

Mr. Jounson. If we had not given you the $78 million, you could 
not have used the $74.5 million in fise: al 19592 

Mr. Mitter. That is about right. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would like to give you our reaction 
to the bills before this committee for your consideration. 

We have pointed out the need for stabilizing the program. And I 
made the statement that we were not in favor of the adoption of a 
permanent type of program for those reasons. 

We are happy that we have the improvement shown in the dairy 
situation, which I mentioned earlier in the prepared statement. 

We are taking, as I said, less cheese, butter, and dry skim milk under 
the price support program, and we are selling more in the cash markets 
of that which we do take under the price supports. This is witnessed 
by the fact that we ran out, at least temporarily, of our skim milk for 
foreign donation programs in the fall and sold it for cash, instead of 
donating it. The situation is better. 

We are not out of the woods so far as the dairy situation is con- 
cerned. Westill havea long way to go. 

We in the department feel that this school milk program should 
be continued at about the present level of per capita contribution we 
spoke about, the 4-cent and 3-cent level. Taking into consideration the 
increase in population, this $3 million figure, for the turnaround, that 
you just spoke of, we think that the figures contained in the bills, the 
majority of them, are about the figures that would be required to enable 
us to effectively distribute a sufficient amount of money to make that 
4-cent and 3-cent reimbursement. 

That is particularly true of this year. We will have an opportunity 
next year at this time to review the situation and reevaluate it again. 

Mr. Jounson. Will $3 million be sufficient for 19612 Most of the 
bills have $90 million in them for 1961. Will that be a sufficient 
figure? 

Mr. Miuier. We do not know yet, Congressman Johnson. Let me 
say that we as of now feel that this isa sufficient figure for discussion 
purposes to operate about as we have this year. And we will have an 
opportunity to come in next year and ev: aluate our position then to 
see if that is sufficient, whether we want to stabilize it or what we 
want todo. 

Mr. Jounson. I might say that as soon as I saw the notice that 
came out in November I called the department. And the figure that 
I received at that time led me to think that $90 million would be suffi- 
cient. But I understand you have made a survey since then of the 
schools participating as to what they feel they will need. I do not 
know whether those figures are available at this time or not, are they? 

Mr. Muuter. Mr. Lennartson says that we have only made firm 
figures for this year. 

Again, we can progress for 1960-61 as we did in 1959-60 and see 
if that comes out. 

I also have some tables that I would like to insert in the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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No. 1 is entitled, “Average Daily Expenditure of Federal Funds, 
September—Nov ember, Fiscal Year 1960 Compared With the Same 
Period in Fiscal Year 1959 by States.” 

I also have an analysis by months, a comparison of monthly expen- 
ditures for the fiscal year 1959 with estimates for fiscal year 1960, 
which I would like to offer for the record. 

I have a third one which is entitled, “Special Milk Program, Federal 
Expenditures, Fiscal Year 1959,” which I should like to offer for the 
record. It spells out our situation. 

Mr. Jounson. They will be included as part of the record at this 
point. 

(The three tables referred to are as follows :) 


Special milk program: Average daily expenditure of Federal funds, September— 
November, fiscal year 1960, compared with the same period in fiscal year 1959, 
by States 








| | 

Fiscal year Fiscal year | Percent in- 

State | 1959 | 1960 crease, 1960 
} Over 1959 








Alabama ------- - $7, 054 $7, 996 13.4 
Alaska 107 | 158 77 
Arizona 2, 747 3, 218 | 17.1 
Arkansas 4,154 4, 193 9 
California 41,955 | 45, 932 9.5 
Colorado 3, 472 | 3, 883 11.8 
Connecticut 4,771 5, 455 | 14.3 
Delaware 1, 137 | 1, 377 91.1 
District of Columbia 2, 064 | 2, 276 | 10.3 
Florida ; 7, 845 | 8, 146 3.8 
Georgia 6, 129 | 6, 763 | 10.3 
Hawaii i 1, 062 | 1, 148 | 8.1 
Idaho ‘ 1,071 | 1, 130 | 5.5 
Illinois ! 31,514 33, 562 | 6.5 
Indiana 10, 266 11, 457 | 11.6 
lowa 9, 219 | 9, 909 | 7.5 
Kansas 4, 882 5, 362 | 9.8 
Kentucky 7,498 7, 708 | 2.8 
Louisiana 2, 949 3, 361 | 14.0 
Maine 1, 845 2, 054 11.3 
Maryland 8 9.145 | 75 
Massachusetts 17, 137 5.5 
Michigan 29, 197 17.1 
Minnesota 13, 778 6.6 
Mississippi 7,143 15.7 
Missouri 13, 548 10.2 
Montana 892 | 6.6 
Nebraska 2, 895 | 11.6 
Nevada 184 | 13.6 
New Hampshir« | 1, 425 15.2 
New Jersey 12, 947 22.3 
New Mexico 3, 912 9.0 
New York ] 51, 688 8.3 
North Carolina | 8, 060 | 8, 645 7.3 
North Dakota | 1, 500 1, 695 13.0 
Ohio 27,051 | 30, 687 13.4 
Oklahoma 5, 188 | 5, 476 5.6 
Oregon = 2, 894 | 3, 106 73 
Pennsylvania 19, 874 | 22, 357 12.5 
Rhode Island 1, 841 | 2, 100 14.1 
South Carolina | 3, 596 | 3, 689 2.6 
South Dakota | 2, 304 2, 588 | 12.3 
Tennessee 9,719 | 9, 739 2 
Texas 14, 616 | 15, 065 | 3.1 
Utah 1, 140 1, 442 | 26.5 
Vermont 865 856 —1.0 
Virginia , 8, 837 | 9, 318 5.4 
Washington 7, 123 | 7, 639 7.2 
West Virginia 2, 459 | 2, 666 8.4 
Wisconsin 15, 923 17, 066 7.2 
Wyoming 886 R61 | 2.8 

Total 433, 682 474, 269 | 9.4 


' Partially estimated 
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Special milk program: Comparison of monthly expenditures, fiscal year 1959, 
with estimates for fiscal year 1960 


{In thousands of dollars} 





Fiscal year 1960 with Fiscal year 1960 with 

| no reduction in maxi- }4-cent reduction in 

Fiscal year 1959 mum rates of reim- | maximum rates of re- 
| 
| 
| 




















bursement imbursement effective 
Month Mar. 1 
| —_ — _ — — — — 

Monthly | Average | Monthly | Average | Monthly | Average 

expendi- | daily ex- expendi- daily ex- | expendi- | daily ex- 
tures | penditures | tures penditures tures penditures 
eee itn Te pes 8 8 MAG BL ER: Oi ee 4 eee 
Se er abil ND Wisnichsiacendieith icin haat | ee 
ee satinpeiinnin 7, 724 413 7, 729 444 | 7, 729 | 444 
SR eee 8 ee 9, 626 | 445 10, 029 490 | 10, 029 | 490 
NN cnscecodep abe 7, 389 | 440 8, 601 486 8, 601 | 425. 
December _--_-...--- icelacenie 6, 508 425 7, 192 464 7, 192 | 464 
eo cata artemienk as 8, 099 | 420 8,951 459 8, 951 | 459 
a 7, 910 416 8, 782 55 8, 782 | 455. 
SE ‘ inte 7, 761 406 8, 550 443 7, 156 | 371 
MSS denise oe tate 8, 411 401 9, 329 438 7, 795 | 366 
cee ae Se 7, 689 403 8, 492 440 7,158 | 371 
a Sn ionbanioel 2, 221 220 2, 448 240 2, 230 | 219 
a 74, 285 413 81, 360 452 76, 880 | 427 

Total including admin- 
ee I Bn anc aeeaiine 82, 018 ee 77, 538 |...- = 
Special milk program: Federal expenditures, fiscal year 1959 

State Amount State Amount 
Alabama a : $1, 105, 758 Nebraska. ; $445, 813 
Alaska_- ; an : 18,699 || Nevada 74, 090 
Arizona. -_. ~ 450), 381 New Hampshire 211, 215 
Arkansas___- 2 664, 537 New Jersey 1, 959, 694 
California. : 7. 224, 858 || New Mexico 604, 062 
Colorado_.- im 590, 597 New York 8, 624, 513 
Connecticut “ 835, 412 North Carolina 1. 320, 758 
Delaware 203, 819 North Dakota 259, 808 
District of Columbia = 371, 335 || Ohio 4, 543, 129 
Florida___- a : 1, 288,667 || Oklahoma 844, 441 
Georgia_ _- 983, 115 Oregon as 479, 948 
Hawaii___- 173, 449 Pennsylvania 3, 509, 697 
Idaho . —e 185, 095 Rhode Island 312,110 
Iilinois__-. 5, 550, 581 || South Carolina 589, 202 

Indiana = . 1,741, 516 || South Dakota : 382, f 
Iowa . 1, 603, 160 Tennessee 1, 663, 469 
Kansas___- 811, 230 || Texas 2, 373, 403 
eo 1, 244,629 || Utah 188, 467 
eee 463,837 || Vermont 184, 371 
Maine : 318,026 || Virginia 1, 473, 631 


Maryland 1, 505, 250 Washington 1, 225, 483 
Massachusetts 2, 801,086 || West Virginia 398, 959 
Michigan Wea 4, 372,076 || Wisconsin 2, 744, 890 
Minnesota_.---_---- 2,098,955 || Wyoming 142, 134 
i 1,020, 115 - 
Missouri ee a 1, 996, 946 Total__.. | 74, 284, 590 
Ee ate rere 141, 938 


Mr. Jounson. Are you through with your statement ? 

Mr. Miniter. Yes, sir; I am. That concludes our remarks. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Quie. 

Mr. Qure. I notice on your chart entitled, “Special Milk Program, 
Average Daily Expenditure of Federal Funds,” that. it reads 22.3 
percent increase for the State of New Jersey, and for the State of 
Utah 26.5 percent increase in 1960 over 1959. What was the reason 
for that large increase ? 
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Mr. Mintzer. Congressman Quie, could Mr. Davis cover that mat- 
ter, having the figures at hand ? 

Mr. Quiz. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. I think that your observation, Congressman Quie, bears 
out the statement that Mr. Miller made earlier that the increases in 
the States are uneven. 

I think if you would look at this same table for several years ago 

ou would have found that New Jersey, for example, was quite low. 
They did not progress as fast as some of the other States in the 
earlier years of the program. This last year they have put more 
emphasis on the program. They had more room for expansion due 
to the earlier low participation. 

In the case of Utah which again demonstrates what can happen 
in this program, that increase is represented almost entirely by the 
entrance of Salt Lake City into the program this year for the first 
time. And that, together with the size of the population of the 
State, caused a very appreciable percentage increase to show up this 
year. 

Mr. Quire. Are there any other States that might make a sizable 
showing next year? 

Mr. Davis. I am sure there very well may be. There are many 
factors that enter into what causes some of these expansions, 

As Mr. Miller pointed out, we really have very little sound infor- 
mation on which to base any evidence of the increase for next year. 

I will say this, that this kind of spotty picture has occurred every 
year so far. Some States have shown marked increases. 

Mr. Quire. Mr. Miller, I gather from your testimony that you feel 
that this program should be considered a price support mechanism 
for milk? 

Mr. Mitirr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Quire. Do you still feel that the Federal Government should 
remain in the program ? 

Mr. Mitter. We should phase out of the program. We think that 
as the program matures, as the population trend levels out, and as 
the dairy situation improves, that we should give serious considera- 
tion tothat. We think that we should phase it out. 

Mr. Quire. Do you think that the schools will pick up the respon- 
sibility, then, or do you think that they will eliminate the program ? 

Mr. Mixer. I think that the schools would assume the responsi- 
bility for it—that is, the States would assume that responsibility. 

Mr. Jounson. I may have missed this in your statement, but did 
you come out for increases in this program ? 

Mr. Miiuer. Yes, sir. We think it advisable to maintain the 
present level this year, and we will take a look at it again next year. 

Mr. JouNnson. Your idea is that after several more years to look at 
stabilizing it? 

Mr. Mitirr. I would not say several more years. As the situation 
improves—if the dairy price support program continues to show im- 
provement, as it has in the past year or 2 years, that we ought to 
phase out, as it shows to continue to show improvement; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hacen. Am I correct in understanding that you support these 
bills, all of which are identical ? 

Mr. Mixter. Yes; we think it advisable to enact them. 
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Mr. Hacen. For the record, this program is one of those so-called 
back-door approaches to the treasury, in other words, if we authorize 
a certain amount of money you are obliged to spend it; is that correct? 

Mr. Mutter. It is permissible for us to do so, in order to accomplish 
the purposes of the legislation; yes, sir. That is right. We do not 
necessarily have to spend it. If we can effect the distribution for a 
less figure than that appropriated, why, we will do so. It is the 4-cent 
and 3-cent rate we are try ing to maintain. 

Mr. Hacen. To maintain the current Federal contribution requires 
a larger authorization of CCC expenditures ? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. Would this program be more acceptable if the funds 
were provided through regular appropriation channels 

Mr. Miter. This is for price support purposes. We ought to have 
money appropriated, or someone else could have the appropriation 
other than the Dhmertinent of Agriculture, if it is going to be a 
permanent program for purposes ‘of feeding the schoolchildren. 

This is one of those things where we charge it up to the operation 
of the farm program. We should do so, so long as it isa price support 
measure. 

Mr. Jounson. I have just one comment. Asa school milk program 
farmers are for it, and the people in the city benefit from it. You 
cannot call this just a price support program. You have to consider 
the health angle. 

Mr. Hacen. Farmers also get a benefit from it. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, they get the benefit from it. The people of 
New York City and of every other c ity. 

Mr. Miter. We are still considering it a price support mechanism, 
Congressman Johnson. And I think that when we get over into this 
other area, why, we had better start reanalyzing where we charge it 
and what it is for. And that we should take all of these factors into 
consideration. 

Mr. Coap. Since this announcement in November, are there any 
schools that have indicated that they would pick up the balance, or 
that any States would take up the other half cent, so that it would be 
a statewide program, so far as the schools are concerned ? 

Mr. Miter. I have not received any communication relative to the 
allocation of the funds, except some inquiries that have been directed 
to Members of Congress. Mr. Garber could, probably, comment on 
that that. 

Have you any indications as to what the States’ attitude would be? 

Mr. Garper. No, sir; we have not received any communications 
so far as the State governments picking up the difference is concerned. 
There might be instances where the parent-teachers associations or 
the civic clubs or someone of that nature might pick up the differ- 
ence. 

Mr. Coap. The reason I asked the question was that Mr. Miller 
stated a while ago that you felt that as this program is phased out, 
if it is to be phased out, that the State-local governments would pick 
it up. I wanted to find out whether they w ould pick it up. 

Mr. Mriter. I do not think that they will bother to do it, so long 
as there is a possibility of having it done under the price ’ support 
mechanism. I do not think they will volunteer to do it. 
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Mr. Coap. I know that in relation to another program, in the State 
of Iowa, as soon as that money became available for indigent people, 
that the State legislature reduced the State matching amount to equal 
the dollar and cents, so that the people got just the same amount that 
they had before the Federal money came in. They had that much 
less. I just wondered if you had really any balanced judgment to go 
on with respect to that. 

Mr. Mitter. We are saying that we think that this is a proper 
charge to the State, if it is going to supplement the diets of the Amer- 
ican schoolchildren. 

So long as we are operating it as a price-supporting mechanism, 
this is the proper place for it. If it ceases to be that and is to be 
»laced somewhere else, we think that some other agency should handle 
it, and the State government should assume that responsibility. 

‘Mr. Coap. You assume that they would and that they should. 

Mr. Mituer. I have no way of knowing what they would do. 

Mr. Coan. That is all. 

Mr. Miter. I cannot speak for them. 

Mr. Jounson. There is one question that comes to my mind. You 
are now making reimbursements on the 4-cent and 3-cent basis. What 
did you do when the program first started ? 

I remember the first year that it was less. 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Davis again can answer that as to what rates we 
paid at the beginning, and any changes that he can recall. 

Mr. Davis. The rates for the schools have remained the same since 
the beginning. However, we used a different basis on which to make 
those payments. 

In the first year of the program, we used a historical base on the 
milk consumption the previous year, and then reimbursed above that 
amount. 

Mr. Jounson. That penalized the schools that were already using 
the milk, did it not? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. Without going into detail, I think that we can 
safey say that it was a nightmare from the standpoint of administra- 
tion and imposed serious problems on the States to the pajnt that it 
discouraged many localities from coming into the program—witness 
the fact that when we changed the regulation to the system we now 
use, the program more than doubled—I think it expanded about 108 
percent the next year. 

Mr. Jounson. Do not the school people in the various States devote 
their time to this program so that it is probably less costly to the 
Federal Government from the administrative angle than any other 
farm program ? 

Mr. Davis. Certainly it does require a good deal of extra work on 
the part of the schools and on the part of the States. We feel that 
they have done a tremendous job with this program—a very enthusi- 
astic job. 

Mr. Jounson. We have it in practically all of the 50 States now, 
do we not ? 

Mr. Davis. At least, for the public schools, it is handled through 
the State educational authorities. 

Mr. Jounson. And there is no possibility of it being paid out of the 
school money ? ! 
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Mr. Davis. The only administrative expense that comes out of the 
authorization is for our Federal costs, except that we allow the schools 
to retain part of the reimbursement to pay for some of their costs 
within the school for the handling of the milk. But other than that— 
which perhaps pays only for refrigeration and some incidental ex- 
penses—other than that, the administrative costs are paid out of the 
State and local funds. 

Mr. Jounson. In setting up the costs for a half pint of milk, are they 
allowed to figure that in? They get the 4 cents from the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Suppose it costs them 5 or 7 cents, and there is the cost of 
refrigeration and transportation and so forth—they will be allowed to 
charge 4 cents for that to the child ? 

Mr. Davis. That is right. 

Mr. Jounson. That isall. 

Mr. Quire. As to your November announcement, in case we provide 
funds you will rescind your announcement } 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Quiz. The Congress will have to act by March 1 to put this bill 
into effect, then. How soon will we have to act in order that you 
might have time to make the new announcement ? 

Mr. Mitier. The announcement says that we would go to the 3.5 
and 2.5 cents on March 1. It now looks as if we would have enough 
money to go until April, at that rate, without making the change. 

Mr. Quire. So we would have time to go through the usual procedure 
to get the bill through ? 

Mr. Mutter. I will let Mr. Davis tell you about that. He is telling 
me that we would have to change the regulations. 

Mr. Davis. There are some mechanics involved in this, I think, that 
we would have to be definitely assured of the additional money by 
around the middle of February in order to notify the States, who in 
turn notify the schools, and get the matter published in the Federal 
Register,and soon. I think that would be our deadline. 

Mr. Quire. Thank you. 

Mr. Apernetuy. Mr. Miller, this program, as I recall, was inaugu- 
rated in 1954. 

Mr, Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And it was inaugurated at a time when the situa- 
tion in the dairy industry, so far as the farmers were concerned, was 
considerably worse than it is now ? 

Mr. Mitier. That is correct. 

Mr. Apernetuy. It was pretty bad ? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Apnernetuy. It was offered as a means of making a contribu- 
tion toward alleviating that situation, to the end that it would develop 
increased consumption of milk ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And so when we put the program into effect— 
that is, when the Department did—the regulations required, as the 
act contemplated, that this money would be distributed for the pur- 
pose of providing for an extra glass of milk—that is true, is it not? 

Mr. Mitier. In those schools that have a class A program. And 
those that did not, we would provide for the first glass. That is cor- 
rect, in those schools. 
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Mr. Asernetuy. In schools where they did not serve milk with their 
lunches at the time the program was inaugurated, you have now 
brought them in by providing funds for the original glass of milk? 

Mr. Mutter. That is correct. That is 3 cents. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. So you now have a discrimination which you have 
created—or we did—or both of us—by picking up the entire check 
for the milk in those schools that did not have it, whereas the school 
which did serve milk at the time, you continued to require them to 
take up the first glass, and we would take up a part of the second? 

Mr. Minter. Congressman Abernethy, you recall that in the $110 
million school-lunch. appropriation, their proportional share of that, 
some of that was spent for the original glass of milk in the school 
lunch program. 

Mr. Asernetuy. That is for the original glass of milk in schools 
which already had a school milk program. Then it is in violation of 
the act, is it not, if it is done that way ? 

Mr. Miter. I do not know. 

Mr. AseRNeTHY. It was to increase the then current level of con- 
sumption of milk, was it not? 

Mr. Mitter. We think that they were using part of the original 
$110 million for the purchase of this first pint of milk that they were 
serving. We know that they were. 

Now, then, they are going to use this contribution of 4 cents per half 
pint if they will use the second half pint of milk. 

So you have your additional second glass. 

Where there was no school lunch program, we assumed— and prop- 
erly so—that a relatively small quantity of milk is being consumed 
there anyway, and that if we paid for the first glass of milk in those 
schools where there were no school lunch programs, that we were get- 
ting an additional quantity of milk consumed. 

Mr. Anernetiy. I am not offering any criticism whatever as to 
the manner in which you are administering the program. That 
is not my purpose. I am saying that there are schools which had a 
milk program in connection ‘with their school lunch program which 
now do not participate in this school milk program, unless they serve 
a second glass of milk. 

Mr. Mitier. That is probably sa. 

Mr. Anernetuy. And in the same county and in the same State 
there are other schools which did not serve the glass of milk, which 
we are now picking up the check for the first glass of milk. Thatisa 
correct statement ¢ 

Mr. Miturr. Of course, the second ones did not get any school 
lunch money to buy the milk with. 

Mr. Anrrnerny. They had a lunch program, but they were not 
serving the milk. 

Mr. Mitier. No, they have to serve that first one. 

Mr. AserNETHY. You require those schools, and correctly so—I am 
not criticizing—which were then serving the glass of milk when the 
program went into effect, to serve the second one out of the special 
school milk fund, or else they got no money ? 

Mr. Miter. That is right. 

Mr. Anerneruy. In schools where you extended the program, that 
is, the special school milk program, which had no milk program, you 
are now picking up for them the cost of the first glass of milk? 
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Mr. Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Let us say that you have one set of schools that we 
are treating in one manner, and we have another set of schools that 
we are treating in another manner. 

Mr. Mixier. To a certain degree, that is correct. We are attempt- 
ing to get an increased consumption of milk for the purpose of—— 

Mr. Anernerny. I realize that. This is not an entrapping ques- 
tion. Iam simply wanting to establish for the record that you have 
a large number of schools which are serving a second glass of milk, in 
order to meet the requirements of the law, that is, an increased con- 
sumption of milk. 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. 

Mr. Asernerny. And if they serve that second glass of milk, there 
would not have been a compliance with the objective of the law; that 
is, to increase the milk consumption ? 

Mr. Mitxer. That is correct. 

Mr. Azernetuy. Those that were not serving any milk, in order 
to increase the consumption, you have to give them funds to pick up 
the first glass of milk? 

Mr. Miuier. You are correct. 

Mr. Apernetuy. I have had some complaints about that. I think 
every member more or less has had them. 

Here is a school which was serving milk, which they were doing 
before they got any of the school milk program. I do not know how 
the situation can be eliminated, but I personally feel that if we are 
to continue this program, and particular ly if it is to be made a perma- 
nent program, that all of the schools ought to be put on the same 
footing. 

Mr. Mutter. I would have to agree with you. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I think now is the time for us to start to do some- 
thing about it. 

Incidentally, there was a farm bill last year affecting one com- 
modity, and another bill affecting another, to which some Members 
objected. I think some Members opposed the bills on the ground that 
we were bringing in piecemeal legislation instead of bringing in a 
bill that would deal with all of ag4ric culture. 

We started this program w ith what, $50 million or $40 million? 

Mr. Mutter. $50 million. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And it has now gone up to about 80-some-odd 
million dollars? 

Mr. Miter. It is $81 million. 


Mr. Anerneruy. What is the average Federal contribution in dol- 


lars toward the school lunch program ¢ 

Mr. Mirier. What is the average contribution to the school lunch 
individual ? 

Mr. Garper. The average is a little over 4 cents per lunch, that is, 
for food—not just the milk alone, but for food. 

Mr. Apernetuy. | understand. It is about 4 cents? 

Mr. Garper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asernetuy. What is the average cost of that lunch—the aver- 
age value of it? 

Mr. Garser. I would say about 25 cents. 

Mr. Apernetuy. 25 cents? 
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Mr. GARBER. Yes. 

Mr. Asernetuy. So that the States are picking up, or the schools 
are picking —* cents of the 25-cent lunch, and the Federal Gov- 
ernment is picking up 4 cents? 

Mr. Lennartson. Correct. There are some food contributions, 

Mr. Asernetuy. I said the schools—I mean the students. 

Mr. Garper. The students; yes. 

Mr, AnerNETHY. Or someone other than the Federal Government 
is picking up 21 cents of the average 25-cent lunch, and the Federal 
Goverment is picking up 4 cents of it ? 

Mr. Garser. Yes. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Is that right? 

Mr. Lennartson. That is right. 

Mr. AsernetHy. What is the cost of the average extra glass of milk 
running ? 

Mr. Garser. The Federal contribution ? 

Mr. Apernetuy. No, no. 

Mr. Garser. The average is somewhat over 6 cents that the schools 
pay for that one-half pint of milk. 

Mr. AperNetHY. That is what they pay. What is the average 
value of it, the sale price of it? How much would they have to pay 
for it? 

Mr. Garser. Six cents per half-pint. 

Mr. Apernetruy. That is a 6-cent glass of milk. How much of that 
is the Federal Government picking up? 

Mr. Garser. Our figure is 3.41. 

Mr. Asernetuy. 3.41 cents? 

Mr. Garper. Say 3.5 cents. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And so the students, or those other than the Gov- 
ernment, are picking up 2.5 cents? 

Mr. Garser. 2.5, that is correct. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I do not know whether that means anything or 
not, but I think there is a tremendous disparity between the quanlity 
that is being picked up by the Government and the people, in one 
instance, as related to the other. I think that this record ought to 
show it. i 

Mr. Jenntnos. I have a question for clarification. Is this 4 eents 
that is picked up by the Federal Government in the school lunch 
program per meal—does that include the donation of surplus 
commodities ? 

Mr. Lennartson. No, sir. 

Mr. Garper. No, sir, that is cash. That goes into the school lunch 
program. 

Mr. Miturr. That is the $110 million broken down. 

Mr. Qute. He asked about the value of it. 

Mr. Jenninoas. Just to make it clear, what value is placed on the 
commodities that go into the school lunch program ? 

Mr. Garser. I would place about the same value in commodities, 
between 4 and 5 cents. That varies from year to year, but the values 
would be about 4 cents. 

I believe the cost figure that I have given on the cost of the school 
lunch was 25 cents. In addition thereto, 4 cents goes into that in 
cash and 4 cents in commodities, which would make the overall price 








22 SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 


of the school lunch contribution 8 cents, plus the 25 cents that the 
child gets. 

Mr. ABERNATHY. You mean 8 cents plus 21 cents? 

Mr. Garser. No, sir. We figure that is in addition to the 25 cents 
which is the actual cost of the lunch. 

Mr. Asernetuy. The 25 cents and the 8 cents, you add them 
together ? 

Mr. Garser. That is right, but they are able, because of that, sub- 
sidy, to sell the lunch for 25 cents. 

Mr. Apernetuy. May I ask you this question: 

In the school lunch program, since its inception—I have forgotten 
when we passed it—back in 1943 or 1944, as I recall—it was made a 
permanent program, and the legislation was authorized when Con- 
gressman Flannagan was the chairman of this committee. 

What then was the reimbursable amount to the school per lunch— 
do you have any idea about what it was? 

Mr. Garser. I understand that it was a cash reimbursement. It 

yas between 8 and 9 cents at the time of the inauguration of the school 
lunch program. 

Mr. Apernetuy. We appropriated money at that time which was— 
I think this is right—about one-third of what it is now ? 

Mr. Garser. I think that is about right. 

Mr. Aserneruy. And even though the appropriations have been 
raised three times since then, that is, the Federal appropriations for 
the school lunch program. the reimbursable amount has rapidly gone 
down; that is, the Federal Government has dropped the reimbursable 
figure from, approximately, 8 cents to 4 cents. 

Mr. Lennartson. Per meal ? 

Mr. Garpser. Per meal. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Per meal? 

Mr. Garser. Yes. 

Mr. Anernetuy. So that the program for the school lunch has 
proven to be so desirable among the local people that they have con- 
stantly increased the amounts that they have put into the program. 
They have increased the amount which they have themselves picked up. 

Mr. Garser. I think that is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Aserneruy. That is true, to some extent, with the school milk 
program, too, is it not? In other words, we started out, I believe, 
with a reimbursable amount in 1954 of more than we have now. 

Mr. Garser. No, the same rate of reimbursement has been in effect. 

Mr. Aserneruy. In your statement, Mr. Secretary, you said that 
it has been reduced by one-half cent, as I read it? 

Mr. Lennartson. No. 

Mr. Mititer. No. We were talking about this proposed reduction 
that we are going to make in order to stretch out the money. 

Mr. Aserneruy. Has that already been submitted to the States? 

Mr. Mixer. Yes. 

Mr. Asernetuy. To those who handle the school lunch program? 

Mr. Lennartson. It was done in November. 

Mr. Mituer. In November we stated that beginning March 1 we 
would have to reduce the contribution. 

Mr. Asrrnetuy. I believe that someone else answered this question, 
but has there been any appreciable complaint about that ? 
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I realize that nobody likes to dig deep into their own pockets. I 
especially do not. I am sure that no other American does. What 
complaints have been raised ? 

Mr. Miiier. We have had some. I think most of the correspond- 
ence we have had has been from Members of Congress seeking infor- 
mation from us after they had received letters from thei» constituents. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Let us assume that it does not go into effect, and 
we continue this program as we have the other farm programs from 
year to year, some of which have become permanent, as they may 
well be and possibly should. 

What do you anticipate would be the cost of this program; what 
will it be when you eventually bring all of the children who are in 
school into the program ¢ 

Mr. Miter. At the present rate? 

Mr. Anernetuy. At the present rate. 

Mr. Miter. I would not be able to give you that figure. Maybe 
our people could. We are getting about a 4 percent increase in school 
population. That is a pretty good indication of the direction we 
would be going—a 4 percent increase in school population per year. 

Mr. Apernetuy. So that would be 25 percent more to be reached; 
is that right or about right ? 

Mr. Lennartrson. We do not know. We believe we indicated about 
54 percent of the children now participate. 

Mr. Mutter. Let me go back and correct one thing. 

Mr. Lennartson. We have never reached them all. 

Mr. Mitier. That is correct. That is the statement that we made. 

Mr. Asernetuy. What percentage of the children in the schools 
now are participating in the program ? 

Mr Davis. What the statement meant to say, Mr. Abernethy, was 
that the schools in the program now represent 75 percent of the total 
school enrollment. 

Mr. Aserneruy. Will you stop right there. I apologize for inter- 
rupting. Let us read the statement. 

You state in effect that we estimate that the program is now avail- 
able to better than three out of four children enrolled in the schools. 

Mr. Minter. That is right. 

Mr. Aserneruy. All right. In order to reach all of the children 
now enrolled in the schools, assuming that they were ready and will- 
ing in the local schools to pick up this program, the authorization 
would have to be increased by, approximately, 3314 percent of the 
current authorization ? 

Mr. Mitter. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Lennartson. That is right. 

Mr. Asernetruy. So that without anticipating any increase what- 
ever in the population, you can anticipate an increase of 3314 percent 
in these year-to-year piecemeal authorizations? 

Mr. Miuier. I do not say from year to year. I would say that you 
would have to make that increase in one jump in order to provide 
milk to all of the children. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I accept that. I was trying to arrive at that 
figure. 

Mr. Mitier. That is correct. 
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Mr. Apernetuy. At the present rate and level of authorization we 
have spent about $300 million on the program through November 30 
of last year? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Asernetuy. About $300 million ? 

Mr. Mutter. That is about right. 

Mr. Aserneruy. Every dime of that has been drawn from the 
capital assets of the Commodity Credit Corporation ? 

Mr. Mitier. That is correct. 

Mr. Apernetuy. Have they not? 

Mr. Mitxer. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Aserneruy. And when you issued your statement—that 1s, 
when the Department issued this statement of the activities of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, a copy of which I have in my hand, 
those expenditures are included in the price support operations ? 

Mr. Mitier. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Anernerny. And when we read all of these articles by the 
columnists telling us—from some of our friends—about the cost of the 
price support program, they overlook the fact that they consume a 
good deal of it in the schools for the benefit of their children, do they 
not ¢ 

Mr. Miter. That is correct. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And unfortunately, the Department itself does 
not make that plain to the country when they talk about the cost of 
the price support operations. 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. 

Mr. Aserneruy. That is true, although it may sound a little 
critical. 

Mr. Miturr. Maybe we do not make it as often as we should, but 
we do make it quite frequently. I, for one, continue to point this out, 
and I think that the other Assistant Secretaries have made such state- 
ments, too. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I do not mean to throw any doubt on that, but I 
do think that it is time that they look at the record and see how much 
they are drinking and eating themselves. 

Mr. Miter. I have maintained always that this is correct. 

Mr. Apernetuy. They do not know it, and there is no reason why 
they should know it. The information is not distributed to them 

And the papers do not publish it. 

I read the editorials about the cost of these farm programs. Prob- 
ably the editor who wrote that editorial did not know it. But that is 
a fact, it is not? 

Mr. Mitter. That is a fact. 

Mr. Apernetruy. That applies to some of our colleagues in the 
House and in the Senate—they just do not know about it. 

The reason I have developed this picture is to try to say again what 
I have said for several years, that this program has come of age. It 
was designed originally not for the benefit of the children; it was de- 
signed for the benefit of the farmers primarily. The object was to 
increase the consumption of milk and to move the surplus of milk off 
of the market. You say now that you have practically done that. 

Mr. Mutter. It is much improved. I will not say “practically.” 
The situation is much improved. 
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Mr. Asernetuy. Many of these statements are as of yesterday and 
as of some other time in the past. It depends upon when the state- 
ments come out of the Department. That is, as to the tremendously 
fine condition that the dairy price support program is in. 

Mr. Mutter. That is correct. 

Mr. Aserneruy. And that there is a pretty good balance between 
production and consumption, You have announced that your pur- 
chases have been reduced considerably—that there is very little pur- 
chasing going on by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. Mitter. That is true. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And, therefore, we are getting away from the pri- 
mary objective of this program. I should nat say that we are getting 
away from it: I should say that the primary objective of the program 
has been more or less obviated. 

Mr. Mitter. That is correct, for this program. 

Mr. AzerNeruy. Do you not think it is time that we put this pro- 
eram—I think all of us want this—do you not think that it is time 
that we put this program on the basis that it really now is operating 
on, in the interests of the children themselves, and make a direct ap- 
propriation instead of continually day after day, year after year, 
draining down and depreciating the capital assets of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation ¢ 

Mr. Miter. I am not willing to say that the price support situa- 
tion has been solved, period. I am saying that the situation is much 
improved. I think we have hopes that we can look forward to further 
improvement, I am not willing to say that the school lunch program 
should be stopped as of this time for that purpose. 

Mr. Anernetuy. Wait a minute. I did not suggest or intimate 
that the school lunch program should be. 

Mr. Mixer. I am talking about the milk program—I am sorry— 
that it be stopped for the purpose of price support. Neither am I 
saying that it ought to be stopped—that for the purpose of price sup- 
port it ought to be stopped at this time, is what I am saying. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. You are saying that necessarily it ought not to be, 
but you have said that the situation in the dairy industry has im- 
proved. I do not know whether it has or not. I am taking your 
word for that. 

Mr. Minter. Yes. 

Mr. AserNnetHy. Whether it has or not, just let us eliminate that 
idea completely from our thinking—whether it has or not—really 
and truly who gets the benefit of the program ? 

Mr. Mitxier. The schoolchildren. 

Mr. Anerneruy. The schoolchildren ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. 

Mr. Aserneruy. And they are consumers ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. 

Mr. Asernetuy. All right. Does not that justify giving con- 
sideration to putting the school milk program exactly on the same 
basis, with the same line of operation, that the school lunch program 
is on? 

Mr. Mitxer. I would endorse the latter. I would say that Con- 
gress should take a look at it as to what its values are. 
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Mr. Asernetuy. Are they not both related to the proper diet and 
nourishment and health of our children—one is as important as the 
other ¢ 

Mr. Miter. Certainly, that is correct—health is an important 
thing. I am not going to say this morning that I think the special 
school milk program should be perpetuated along with the school 
lunch program. 

There are many people receiving benefits from the milk program, 
precisely as you pointed out—your children, my children—the editor's 
children and others. I am not willing to say at this time—— 

Mr. Anernetuy. Why did we continue it; why did we continue it? 
Why did we follow it? Why did this committee tolerate the con- 
tinuation of the spending up to these $300 million to this date, charged 
to the price support operation, which so many people have critic ized 
and which the papers have editorialized—why did we continue to 
charge it to Agriculture when the consumers are demanding it—-they 
are the ones that are demanding it ? 

Most of these come from the consuming areas, not all of them but 
many of them. I am not criticizing them for it, either. I am for 
the proposal, but I want to put the cost where it belongs. 

Mr. Mitier. I would not want to say at the present time that we 
ought to put the cost any place. [am just saying that if we are going 
to tolerate, let us tolerate it for the purpose of price support for the 
time being. 

Mr. Anernetuy. Then you wish to continue to charge it all to the 
farmer and not to those of us with children ? 

Mr. Miter. The taxpaying public should know for whose benefit 
the program is inaugurated and what percent of it, certainly, they 
receive. All of the benefits accruing to the program are not going 
to the farmer alone. 

Mr. AnernetHy. That is true of the school lunch program, too? 

Mr. Minter. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. Several Members of the Congress have made studies 
of that. I think that Congressman Fred Marshall, of Minnesota, 
made quite a study of all of the costs in the Department of Agricul- 
ture as to those that were benefiting the city people, but were charged 
up against the farmers and the farm program. 

I think that you have enough experts in the Department of Agri- 
culture to give us this information. Your experts could get the figures 
and come up with a report showing how much of the agricultural 
budget is chargeable to the city people and the country as a whole, 
rather than just to the farmers. 

Would that not be possible ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes; it would be possible. Secretary Benson on the 
television program the other day stated that the inspection services 
are for the benefit of the consumer, for example, yet it is charged to 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jounson. I mean, as to your school milk programs, and the 
other programs. 

Mr. Mitier. He made that statement, among others. 

Mr. Jounson. I know that there is a long list of them. How much 
would it cost to have some of your experts at the Department make 
up such a report ? 
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Mr. Miruer. I have no way of knowing the cost, but it can be 
done. 

Mr. Jounson. It would not cost many thousands of dollars; 
would it ? 

Mr. Miter. I am not an expert in that field. I could not answer 
that. 

Mr. Jounson. I think that the Congress and the farmers would 
certainly appreciate it. 

Mr. Mitxer. The problem is that a great many services are extended 
to the public, the welfare of the people, other than Agriculture, which 
are charged to Agriculture, and that is wholly unfair. 

Mr. Jounson. This last week when we had lamb-grading hearings, 
you saw all the consumer groups who appeared before our committee 
on the continuation of that program. 

Mr. Mitier. That is on a reimbursable basis. 

Mr. Jonnson. Do you have a statement that you want to make to 
some of these questions, Mr. Davis? If you have, I would like to 
have it. 

Mr. Davis. I am not so sure that we reached a complete understand- 
ing back there on some of Mr. Abernethy’s questions about whether 
our program currently was being operated in accordance with the 
wishes of Congress when they passed the legislation, regardless of 
whether the current method is good. And I believe that you agreed 
that it was. 

First of all, in our interpretation of the special milk legislation we 
read that the law said that this money can be used for the purpose of 
expanding the consumption. You can do that in many different ways. 

We have not felt that that language meant that we could only reim- 
burse for the milk that had not been consumed prior to the program. 
We tried to do that the first year, as I mentioned earlier, and it did 
not work out, but we feel that the expenditure of these $300 million 
have ac a achieved the purpose of the act and has been quite con- 
sistent with it, by having obtained increased consumption, a rather 
material increase of ¢ onsumption. 

Mr. Anernetuy. May [| interrupt ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. : 

Mr. Anernetruy. First, I would like to make it perfectly clear tnat 
I have no criticism now with the way that the program has been ad- 
ministered. I realize that you put an interpretation on it and did the 
best that you could with it. 

Unfortunately, I do not think that there were any hearings on this 
matter when we put it in the act. There may have been. As I recall, 
it was in an executive session here one morning that one of our col- 
leagues suggested that we incorporate in the bill X million dollars for a 
special se :hool milk program so as to increase the ¢ onsumption of milk. 
That drew down the capital assets of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. 

I realize that schools that did not have a milk program—in schools 
where they did not serve milk with their lunches—that you had a deci- 
sion to make there. Here is one that is doing it and here is one that 
is not. In order to carry out the purpose of the act you had to re- 
quire the one that was to serve a second glass todoso. As tothe other 
ones, the ones that were serving no milk at all, they had to serve the 
first ‘glass. 
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But we created a discriminatory situation there between these two 
types of schools. 

Pardon me, I have interrupted you. 

Mr. Davis. Just one more word, if I may. 

We still would require the second school, if they were in the na- 
tional school lunch program, to serve that first glass of milk. We 
would not pay for that. That was the point that I really wanted to 
clear up. 

Mr. Anerneruy. I understood you to say in the past that there were 
schools which did not serve milk with their school lunches, that you 
brought them in under the program. And you are now taking up the 
check for the first glass of milk to those schools. 

Mr. Davis. That is not correct. That is what I wanted to correct. 

Mr. Aserneruy. You are buying the second glass in all of them, 
then ? 

Mr. Davis. If they are in the national school lunch program and 
serving the lunch. 

Mr. Jenninos. That is true of the milk program, is it not? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. In the school that had been serving lunches, we 
reimbursed for the lunches without milk in the past years. In those 
schools they got a lesser amount of Federal reimbursement. 

When the milk program started they still could not get reimburse- 
ment for the first glass of milk with that lunch. 

Mr. Apernetuy. This is a little bit different from your statement 
that you gave just a minute ago. We want to get this absolutely 
straight. 

The schools which now participate in the school lunch program, you 
require all of them to serve a glass of milk on their own before they 
get any of the school milk program money ¢ 

Mr. Davis. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Asernetuy. That isclear. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. That is why I wanted to correct what seemed to be a 
misunderstanding. 

Mr. Hacen. Have you received any complaints from school admin- 
istrators about the disparity of the contribution between the school 
milk and school lunch programs ¢ 

Mr. Mituer. Yes. Mr. Lennartson says that we do. 

Mr. Hacen. What is the import of those complaints, can you tell 
us about that ? 

Mr. Miter. Will you explain that, Mr. Davis? 

Mr. Davis. I am not sure that I got the question. 

Mr. Hacen. Do you receive any complaints from school adminis- 
trators about the disparity of the contribution between the milk and 
school lunch programs ? 

Mr. Davis. On the difference ? 

Mr. Hacen. As to the percentage of Federal contribution. 

Mr. Davis. We have; yes, sir. In some of the States where they 
have had a rather high participation in the school lunch program, the 
amount of money that was available to the States for each lunch some- 
times was very low, so that in some schools they were receiving less 
reimbursement for their school lunch than they could get for a pint 
of milk that went into that lunch, if they were not in the school lunch 
program. 

In other words, perhaps, they were getting 3 cents for reimburse 
ment on their school lunch, including the glass of milk. If they got 


fam i. ee ee ts Ce, 


in. 


fs 


th 





a} I 


IS- 
id 


ey 
he 


13S 
nt 
ch 


rot 


> 


SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 29 


out of the school lunch program, then they could receive 3 cents for 
every one-half pint of milk, and they would be about the same with- 
out any necessity for meeting Federal requirements on the school 
lunch program. 

I might say that we received more complaints back several years 
ago when the quantity of surplus commodities was reduced to a rather 
low level, and they were having very difficult times getting along. 

I believe in the last 2 years we have received very few complaints 
on that score. 

Mr. Hagen. My position would be that the proportion of Federal 
contribution to the school lunch should be brought wp to equal that 
given toward school milk. However, the import of all of this testi- 
mony is that this milk program, by reason of this disparity, is a sup- 
port program, rather than a program for the children. That is the 
whole import of what has been brought out here. And I do not think 
that it is within the ability of the Department of Agriculture to estab- 
lish a different conclusion. 

Mr. Jonnson. I have a couple of questions that I would like to ask. 

Do you think that the Department could make out a report such as 


Mr. Abernethy and I have been talking about on the cost of the pro- 
grams charged to the farmers ‘ 


Mr. Miuier. I would rather that the committee would direct that 
to the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Chairman, rather than me to say, 
approximately, what the cost would be, because of the difficulties en- 
countered in such an analysis. 

Mr. Lennarrson. I faintly recall some of this had been done here 
previously a couple of years ago. 

Mr. Jounson. It was done by Members of Congress and Members 
of the Senate. 

Mr. Lennarrson. I seem to recall that the Department has done 
it before. 

Mr. Anerneruy. I may be wrong, but I think that there was a 
statement in one of the reports, inasmuch as this was a consumer item, 
just as the school lunch program is, that the Secretary was directed 
not to charge it up to the price support program—maybe those were 
not the exact words, but that was the objective. The law was not 
amended, and the Secretary could not charge it up to any other place 
than the capital assets of the Commodity Credit Corporation, because 
all of the assets of the Commodity Credit Corporation dollars are 
earmarked for the school milk, and you have very accurately and 
properly and legally been carrying that as a Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration item. That is what that statement in the report amounts 
to. 

It is a problem that we have been discussing here this morning. 

Mr. Jounson. There is one thing, you may be getting to the point 
where you are not purchasing too much surplus. The price of manu- 
factured milk to the farm people has not raised very much, has it, 
under the present program ? 

Mr. Mitier. I would rather not say, because I am not exactly 
familiar with what the manufactured milk prices are. 

Mr. Jounson. It is lower. 

Mr. Mitter. It is lower than it has been; that is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. And, of course, milk is selling for a few cents more 
than the support price ? 
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Mr. Miutrr. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. But so far as manufactured milk is concerned, which 
goes into butter, cheese, and dried milk, the farmer has not received 
any higher prices. The Government has a small surplus, but so far ag 
raising farm prices, the farmer has actually received less money. 

Mr. Miter. You are talking about manufactured milk now ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. I am talking about manufactured milk. It 
is Grade A milk that goes into the school lunch program. 

Mr. Minter. This is the reason why we have made this statement 
this morning, that we feel like the program has not reached the point 
of solving the dairy surplus program to such an extent that we want 
to stop it now. 

Mr. Hacen. The school lunch program is more patently of benefit 
to manufacturing milk because it utilizes end products of milk. 

Mr. Jennines. Are any of the States participating in this pro- 
gram to the extent that they are matching the Federal funds or 
augmenting the Federal funds to any extent ? 

Mr. Davis. There is no State money going into the special milk pro- 
gram except as I mentioned earlier, the administrative costs that 
the State has in running the program. 

There are instances where the cities and localities have put funds 
in. As Mr. Garber mentioned earlier, there are a number of instances 
where local civic groups have put money into it. There are instances 
such as in the District of Columbia where the District puts enough 
in it to make the milk free to the child. 

Mr. Jennincs. Have you noticed an increase in the consumption 
per capita per child in such instances ? 

Mr. Davis. I think that the studies we have made in the past would 
indicate that the price to the child does definitely influence the par- 
ticipation. 

Mr. JeNNiNGS. What does the average half-piint of milk sell for 
to the child? 

Mr. Davis. I think our figures show that the average price they 
pay is around a little over 3 cents. 

Mr. JENNINGS. About 314 cents, I believe. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Jennines. So then if we are paying 4 cents, I mean if the 
Federal Government appropriates 4 cents, the child is paying 3.5 cents? 

Mr. Davis. The child? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Yes. 

Mr. Miter. The child is paying, on the average across the country, 
about 25 cents for the lunch. 

Mr. Jenninos. I am talking about the school milk program, not 
the lunch program. 

Mr. Davis. On the special milk program, the child is paying on an 
average of a little over 3 cents. 

Mr. Jenninos. So then, actually, milk is being sold for 7.5 cents 
per half-pint ? 

Mr. Davis. That would include the amount that the schools may 
withhold to help pay for their handling charges. 

Mr. Jenninos. How much may they withhold? 

Mr. Davis. By regulation, the maximum is 1.9 cents; however, 
we have a further stipulation that for any withholding of over 1 cent, 
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they must fully justify it—either because they are buying some expen- 
sive equipment or forsome other good reason, . 

Mr. JenninGs. What is the average cost. of this milk per half pint? 
I mean in the various containers—glass, wax, and bulk ¢ ; 

Mr. Davis. I am afraid that I do not have that information for you, 
Mr. Jennings. Our best estimate is that the cost of the milk to the 
schools across the country averages a little above 6 cents. é 

Mr. Levertnc. I would like to know how much the price has varied 
from the beginning of the program to the present time to the child. 

You told us that it is about 6 cents a half pint now. 

Mr. Jounson. It does not cost the child that. 

Mr. Levertna. It is about 3.5 cents ? 

Mr. Miniter. What was it at the beginning of the program, the cost 
to the child ¢ ; 

Mr. Davis. Actually, there has probably been a little increase in the 
cost of the milk, generally, across the country since the inception of 
the program. 

Mr. Levertne. How much ? 

Mr. Davis. I really do not know, but, offsetting that, however, we 
feel that we have made very good progress with the States and with 
the local communities in cutting down their costs, or cutting down 
the amount that they withhold from this whole thing, so that the price 
to the child has remained somewhat the same. 

I do not think it has varied a whole lot. We have more and more 
localities where they were taking maybe a cent and a quarter, now 
down to a half-cent. 

Mr. Levertne. In other words, the cost to the child has not fluctu- 
ated with the price of the milk, generally, in the localities ? 

Mr. Davis. Generally speaking, not. 

Mr. Jounson. Have you found various dairies give the schools a 
better price than they give to other people ? 

Mr. Lennartson. I think what has happened, as the program ex- 
tended locally, the schools, the counties, the localities got themselves 
into a better bargaining position, because it became a more lucrative 
business. So they have been in a better competitive position. 

Mr. Jounson. Is it let out on bids to various dairies ? 

Mr. Lennartson. Yes. They are in a better bargaining position. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you want to ask a question ? 

Mr. Hogan. No. 

Mr. Levertnc. The market price of the milk has really nothing to 
do with this program. It may have something to do with it. Nat- 
urally, the dairies bid on it and the market price determines the cost 
of the milk to the child. That is a fact, is it not? 

Mr. Garper. Yes. 

Mr, Jennines. Getting back to this question, how is this school 
milk program handled, so far as the child is concerned? Generally 
speaking, I mean, throughout the country ? 

Mr. Davis. That, of course, varies widely, also. There are instances 
where the milk money is collected at. the beginning of the week. 
Just as in many places they collect the lunch money from the children 
for the whole week. 

There are some ac that have cut rates for a weekly purchase. 
There are some schools where they feel that it is just not possible 
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for them to handle a lot of pennies, where they arbitrarily set the 
reimbursement and the cost of the milk and so on so that the cost to 
the child comes out an even nickel. 

There are other places that use vending machines. 

Actually, it is gotten to the child in as many different ways as milk 
is marketed. 

Mr. Jounson. At this point, I would like to ask if milk is available 
without charge to the school children in any areas? 

Mr. Davis. There are some; yes. 

Mr. Jennincs. Have you made an analysis, so that you could tell 
us, in your opinion, the better ways of distributing this milk to en- 
courage more consumption ? 

Mr. Davis. We feel very probably the key is how available it is 
to the child. In other words, if the milk is available at all times 
during the day, we feel that that probably will encourage increased 
consumption. Where the schools have in: wugurated additional service 
times over and above the lunch period, say at the morning recess or 
the afternoon recess, that certainly has contributed to increased con- 
sumption. I would say that would be the key, the availability to the 
child. 

Mr. Jenninos. I believe that you said that you did not know the 
difference between the cost in glass and wax and bulk cont: Liners, 
Roughly how much difference do you think there is when milk is 
served in bulk containers, when the child just draws the milk, as com- 
pared to serving in wax and glass containers ¢ 

Mr. Davis. There would be a lot of factors in that. In serving it 
in bulk, of course, you have an added labor cost, perhaps; someone 
to stand there and pull the lever. 

Mr. Jennincs. How would you have an increased labor cost of 
someone to pull the lever—they would have to hand the carton out, 
too, would they not / 

Mr. Davis. In many places they have dispensers where the child 
goes and picks up his own milk, right out of an open icebox or a 
regular dispenser. 

It would be very difficult to say. I would not be prepared to say 
this morning. 

Mr. Jennines. Either of those would not be a cost to the Federal 
participation in the milk program as to how it was disposed, would 
it? I think th: : we are losing consumption because of the methods 
by which we are handling this milk in many instances. 

I contend that if we served the milk in bulk containers, we could 
cut down approximately one-tenth of the price the milk is costing— 
probably one-half a cent per one-half pint, for either glass breakage 
or for containers. 

Mr. Lennartson. You must realize that in bulk dispensing, you 
must have some mature person there to take that milk out of the 
container. 

That is going to cost money. You must have a container to put 
that into. You have your breakage, and the paper cup costs and 
washing, or some other costs. 

[ would question seriously how much saving there would be. 

We found some cases where the child preferred to take it in the 
individual container and take it to the table, rather than to stop and 


eee ee oon @o 28 & ..s 


-—e 


es Oe 


a 


al 
th 


Wi 
al 


yc 
¥ 

in 
pl 
ch 


ca 
th 


as 


thi 


gi 


pr 
th 
wo 





all 


ld 

a 
LY 
“al 
ld 


«ls 
id 
ge 


ou 
the 


put 


nd 


the 
ind 


SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 33 


wait for somebody to serve him. We do not have the facts and 
figures. ; 

Mr. Jenninos. That was the reason I was asking the question. I 
do not know the facts. 

I have advocated this should be a participating thing, if the States 
were to furnish even 1 cent or 2 cents on each half pint, if the 
parent-teachers association would furnish a cup like this { indi- 
cating] the milk would be available and I am satisfied in my own 
mind that it would increase the consumption, which is what we are 
after—it would increase it tremendously, if it would be available at 
any time the child wanted to get it. 

In many cases I think children actually. need this more than 
many other things. They are not getting it because of the prohibi- 
tive price. I do not mean that the 3 cents that they have to pay is 
prohibitive, except when they do not have the 3 cents. Then it 
does become prohibitive. 

Mr. Lennartson. You are absolutely right. 

Mr. JenntNos. I think a good deal of good has come from 
this program. I introduced legislation last year which would leave 
the administration of this program completely in the hands of the 
Department of Agriculture, where I think it should be, but the cost 
of the program would be charged to the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

I think that was the reason for some of the criticism which we have 
heard so much about. 

There is another point that I want to discuss this morning. 

Has the processing of milk decreased since we have spent the $300 
million in the school milk program ? 

Mr. Lennartson. Have we taken in 

Mr. Jennincs. Are we processing less milk today into nondry fats 
and cheese and butter, and so forth—are we processing less milk today 
than we were before this program started ? 

Mr. Lennartson. Let us put it this way: All other things being 
equal, we are purchasing less of butter, cheese, and skim milk than we 
would have purchased without the program. There is no~question 
about that. 

Mr. Jennrncs. Am I then correct in believing, or in gathering from 
your statement that we are consuming a certain amount of our surplus 
in the fluid state through the school milk program, rather than in 
processing it, storing it, and then giving it away through various 
channels and programs? 

Mr. Lennartson. There is no question about it. We have indi- 
cated that this program now is consuming about 2 percent of all of 
the fluid milk consumed in this country. Had that not been consumed 
as such, it would have come to the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. Jenninas. We have cut out the processing and the storage and 
the availability of some of these products that would otherwise be 
given away ¢ 

Mr. Lennartson. There is no question about it. 

So then the $300 million that we talked about in the school milk 
program has not all been expended and should not be charged all to 
the fluid milk program. If we had not spent it for fluid milk, we 
would have spent it for processing, storage, and distribution. 














34 SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 


Mr. Lennartson. It has been a price support mechanism and 
chargeable to that. 

Mr. Aserneruy. Mr. Miller, I do not quite understand your posi- 
tion this morning. You say that you are for the bills, yet on page 4 
of your statement you state that from the standpoint of the original 
price support purpose and the generally favorable current position of 
the dairy industry now appears to be an opportune time to adjust the 
program so as to begin leveling off Federal contributions. 

What should we do? 

Mr. Mitier. We are right in the middle of the year now. We feel 
that we can continue the balance of this year and we should continue 
at the 4-cent and 3-cent rate for the balance of this year. 

We are going to recommend that we have an opportunity to come 
up next year and in precisely the same position we are in this year to 
take a look at the situation in much similar circumstances to what 
we have now. We think at that time we are going to show a further 
improvement in the milk price support operations. 

At that time, if we think it is time to stabilize it, I think that it 
would be more nearly an opportune time to do it than right now. 

Mr. Azernetuy. Would you object to an amendment to the school 
lunch program shifting this over as part of, as an adjunct of the 
school lunch program for the fiscal year 1961 ? 

Mr. Miter. I cannot speak for the Department, but I would say 
personally I would not at the present time. I would rather continue 
it as a price support mechanism, without any consideration whether it 
ought to be made permanent. 

Mr. Asernetuy. But you would not object to that ? 

Mr. Murr. Personally, I 

Mr. Apernetuy. That would put the cost in the same category with 
the school lunch program. 

Mr. Miutxer. I would rather not give any indication that I person- 
ally have—I would not want to give any indication that I was in 
support of getting a permanent type of supplemental milk program 
for any purpose—for the purpose of subsidizing the child. 

Mr. Aserneruy. That would not be any more indication than the 
present bills, because it would be limited to the same dollars and the 
same length of time. 

Mr. Miter. The purpose would indicate the permanency of the 
thing. Iam saying for price support I will go for that, but for sub- 
sidizing, I would not. 

Mr. Aserneruy. I do not think that we need to get into that. I 
do not think that the Department ever wants to come up here and say, 
“Let us stretch it out.” Ido not think that anyone in Congress would 

vant todo so. I think that we have to face the facts, however. 

Mr. Miter. I am just speaking personally. 

Mr. Apernetuy. I realize that you are. 

That is all, thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. SrupsierreLp. I have read the Secretary’s statement. As to 
the economics of the situation, this one-half cent reduction, would this 
be conducive to more or less milk consumption ? 
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Mr. Murr. I think that the reduction of one-half cent would, nec- 
essarily, result in a decreased consumption. 

Mr. Srussierrecp. Are you aware of the fact that the milk, which 
the child gets in the school lunch program, probably, is the only meal 
at which many of them get any milk? 

Mr. Murer. That is correct. 

Mr. Srussierie tp. For that reason I would like to be on record 
here strongly opposing this one-half cent decrease. 

Mr. Jounson. If there are no further questions, I want to thank 
you. 

“ [ notice that there are quite a few Members of Congress here. 
We will now hear from our colleague, Congressman Clem Miller. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEM MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Murer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I cer- 
tainly appreciate the opportunity to appear here this morning, and I 
wish to give my ardent support to the chairman’s bill, H.R. 9331. I 
have introduced a companion measure, H.R. 9694. Two weeks ago I 
joined with seven other California Congressmen in writing a letter to 
the Secretary of Agriculture requesting that the cut not be made, and 
that he request the necessary supplemental appropriation. I would 
like to introduce, if I may, the correspondence with the Secretary, in- 
cluding the reply from the Assistant Secretary, Clarence L. Miller. 
It will be noted that the reply was not fully responsive. 

Mr. Jounson. Without objection, that will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The two letters referred to are as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., January 8, 1960. 
Hon, Ezra Tarr BENSON, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. “i 

Dear Mr. Secretary: We have been advised by the California State Board of 
Agriculture that your Department has advised the California State Superin- 
tendent of Public Instruction that effective March 1, 1960, the special school 
milk program subsidy is to be reduced one-half cent per half pint. 

By its resolution of December 21, 1959 (a copy of which has been sent directly 
to you), the California State Board of Agriculture recommended that sufficient 
funds be made available to continue the program without change through the 
current school year. 

We concur. We urge you to reconsider and to rescind the recent applicable 
order of the director of the Food Distribution Division of Agricultural Marketing 
Service. We also urge you to request the necessary supplemental appropriation. 
We understand your Department now estimates the program will run short by 
about $1 million this school year unless there is a supplemental appropriation. 

We believe the special school milk program is one of the most worthwhile 
of the many farm support programs, particularly because it enhances the health 
of children who otherwise would not get enough milk to drink and because it does 
not affect the price consumers pay for milk. The fact that this is one of the 
least expensive of our agriculture subsidy programs also helps make it a ‘“‘best 
buy,” in our opinion. 

We believe your recent order would inevitably make milk less available to 
school children, including many in the needy group who do not get sufficient milk 
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at home. As the California Board of Agriculture said, “a reduction in the rate 

of disbursement in the face of rising milk prices will force schools to increase 

charges to pupils, which will result in reduced participation.” 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
HARLAN HAGEN. 
Harotp T. JOHNSON, 
JouHN J. MCFALL. 
CLEM MILLER. 
JOHN E. Moss. 
D. S. SAUND. 
B. F. Sisk. 
(Jeffery Cohelan, Member of Congress, sent a similar letter January 9.) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.O. 
Hon. CLeEM MILLER, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MILLER: This will acknowledge the letter of January 8, 
1960, in which you and six other California Congressmen concur in a resolution 
adopted December 21, 1959, by the California State Board of Agriculture recom- 
mending that sufficient funds be made available to continue the current maximum 
rates under the special milk program without change through the rest of the 
current school year. 

You urge that we reconsider and rescind the recent applicable order of the Di- 
rector of the Food Distribution Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service 
which reduces the maximum rates of reimbursement under the program by a half 
cent effective March 1. 

The circumstances with respect to the announced change in maximum payment 
rates under the special milk program are as follows: 

The Congress originally auhorized an annual expenditure of not to exceed 
$75 million of Commodity Credit Corporation funds for the purpose of increasing 
the consumption of fluid milk by children in schools throughout the Nation for 
each of the 3 fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 1961. Last spring, when it appeared 
that expenditures would actually equal or perhaps slightly exceed the $75 million 
authorization, the Congress increased the fiscal 1959 authorization to $78 million 
and later provided an authorization of not to exceed $81 million for the special 
milk program for the fiscal year 1960 and not to exceed $84 million for the 
fiscal year 1961. 

Actual expenditures under the program in the fiscal year 1959 were approxi- 
mately $75 million—that is, funds available for the current fiscal year would per- 
mit an expansion of about 8 percent in the program in comparison with increases 
of 10 and 12 percent, respectively, in the last 2 years. Thus, we face a possible 
overall shortage of funds if the program should be continued on its present basis 
of providing a maximum payment of 4 cents per half pint for milk sold as a 
separately priced item in national school lunch program schools, 3 cents for other 
schools, and 2 cents for camps and related programs where milk is not sold as a 
separately priced item. Also, the shortage of funds would inevitably occur 
soonest and be greatest in those States with relatively high annual increases in 
school enrollments and for other States where the program is still expanding 
into new areas. Further, funds available for fiscal 1961 would only allow a 4 per- 
cent increase over the authorized level of operations for fiscal year 1960, assuming 
the old rates were continued. 

In view of the above considerations, the Department on November 3, 1959, 
notified the State school officials that a half-cent reduction in rates of reim- 
bursement on separately priced milk would be necessary March 1, 1960. Notice 
of the rate change was given at an early date so that program adjustments could 
be planned and executed as smoothly as possible. 

This action is consistent with three overall control or management objectives 
which it seems to us should be met: First, that the special milk program should 
be operated on a full year’s basis within the total amount of funds authorized. 
Second, that an equitable division of funds should be made among the States, 
taking into account the fact that all schools or children should have an equal 
chance to participate, which means that program expansion will be greater in 
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some States than in others. Third, that the change in rates should be made at 
a time and in an amount which will not only keep within the authorization for 
1960, but also allow the same rates to be mainained through fiscal 1961 when 
the amount authorized is $84 million. It is further necessary to allow for the 
fact that in a program such as this, where the funds are allotted to some 88 
different accounts and payments made on an open-end basis, some reserves must 
be maintained in order to assure sufficient funds to meet all obligations with the 
net result that actual expenditures must always fall somewhat below the full 
amount authorized. 

Meanwhile, we have this program under constant review and before the end of 
this month we should have specific data with respect to actual operations for all 
States through the month of November and thus be in a better position to 
evaluate and project more accurate estimates of expenditures through the balance 
of the current fiscal year. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE L. MILLER, 
Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Mitrer. I would like very, very briefly to indicate that the 
dairymen of northern California support this legislation. The Milk 
Producers of Northern California are very much in favor of your 
bill. : ey 

I was interested in the previous witness’s testimony, which indi- 
cated with respect to a “phasing out” of this program, that there is 
increased stability in the industry. In spite of this testimony, the 
dairymen from the district that I come from, northern California, 
contend that this program is an integral part of their entire milk 
distribution system. They urgently request its continuation to the 
maximum extent possible. f 

Secondly, with respect to the school districts, I would like 
to strongly support the comments and statements of the gentle- 
man from Mississippi, Mr. Abernethy, that this program now is 
oriented to the benefit of school children and to school districts, and 
that the charges should be assessed to the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare. 

It is in effect a school health program as much as it is an agricultural 
program. I know this from personal experience. During the recess 
I visited a number of schools in my seven-county district and took 
pains to examine their school lunch program. 

The schools in my district are not charging the adniinistrative 
cost at all. They are giving these services free of charge in order to 
make more milk available. They are most enthusiastic about the pro- 
— I agree with what the gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. Stubble- 

eld, has just said; they regard this as most important for the welfare 
of the children, because, in frequent instances, it is the only meal and 
the only milk which those children get during the day. School ad- 
ministrators in my district have written that if the school milk pro- 
gram is cut, they are going to have to make up the difference from 
budgets already strained to the utmost. They would not want to pass 
on the additional cost to the children. 

We have a resolution from the California State Board of Agricul- 
ture, dated December 21, 1959, which I would like permission of the 
chairman to introduce as oe of this record, calling for a con- 
tinuation of the program and asking that the diminution not go into 
effect. 

Mr. Jounson. If there is no objection, that will be made a part of 
the record at this point. 
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(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY STATE BoarpD OF AGRICULTURE, DECEMBER 21, 1959 
RE NATIONAL SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 


Whereas the Congress of the United States authorized the use of the funds of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the purpose of increasing the consumption 
of fluid milk by children in nonprofit schools of high school grade and under ; and 

Whereas, in 1958 Congress authorized a basic annual expenditure of not to 
exceed $75 million, and in August of this year Congress increased the 1960 
authorization to $81 million and established $54 million for 1961; and 

Whereas the Direetor of the Food Distribution Division of the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agricultural Marketing Service has advised the California State super- 
intendent of public instruction that effective March 1, 1960, the maximum subsidy 
per half pint would be reduced one-half cent ; and 

Whereas California schools entered into the program in good faith and have 
more than doubled milk consumption by schoolchildren since 1954. A reduction 
in the rate of reimbursement in the face of rising milk prices will force schools 
to increase charges to pupils, which will result in reduced participation. A 
decrease in the rates in March and a return to the original rates in July will 
cause confusion and create administrative difficulties at the State and local level: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the California State Board of Agriculture, meeting at Sacra- 
mento, Calif., on December 21, 1959, does hereby recommend that sufficient funds 
be made available to continue the special milk program through this current 
school year without change; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be furnished to the Governor of the 
State of California, the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture, and the California 
congressional delegation. 


Mr. Mixer. I would like to read one section of this resolution: 


Whereas California schools entered into the program in good faith and have 
more than doubled milk consumption by schoolchildren since 1954, a reduction in 
the rate of reimbursement in the face of rising milk prices will force schools to 
increase charges to pupils, which will result in reduced participation. A decrease 
in the rates in March and a return to the original rates in July will cause confu- 
sion and create administrative difficulties at the State and local level. 

It has been stated that this program is properly chargeable against 
the States. It seems to be a custom and a habit of this administration 
to come to hearing after hearing and say, “Let us turn this program, 
that program, or the other program back to the States.” 

I think it is a matter of common knowledge that the States are not 
able to support these programs; that they are at the limit of their re- 
sources with respect to public expenditures, and that turning them 
back to the States will mean their elimination. 

And so I think that the Federal contribution should be continued at 
the full amount. 

Mr. Jounson. I have heard that statement, too. The State and the 
Federal Government start a program, and after they get the people to 
like the program, then they want to turn it over and let the locality 
handle it in regard to various things. I think that is true, too, of this 
program. 

Mr. Hacen. Not to turn it over to the cities, but to turn it over to 
the States. 

Mr. Jounson. They consistently say that. We are great hands at 
getting a program started, and then turning it back. 

Mr. Miruer. The fact is that President Eisenhower in his famous 
Richmond, Va., statement proposed turning a number of programs 
back to the States. A commission was appointed to investigate those 
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recommendations, and thus far has only been able to find one program 
to turn back to the States. 

The reason is quite obvious, that the States—: are at the 
financial limits of their abilities. T hey have no place else to go. 
And so the continual plea of turning this and that program back to 
the States, in my mind, is completely unrealistic, whatever else it 
may be. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I certainly appreci- 
ate the opportunity of appearing here this morning to give my ardent 
and eager support to this, backed up by the dairymen and the school 
administrators of my congressional district in California, for this 
most valuable program. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you very much. 

We will now hear from our colleague, Mr. Cohelan of California, 





STATEMENT OF HON. JEFFERY COHELAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SEVENTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Conetan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first 
of all, I concur in the remarks made by my distinguished colleague 
from California. 

Thank you for this op portunity to appear on behalf of H.R. 9677, 
which is a companion to Chairman Johnson’s bill, H.R. 9331. 

This legislation has the support of the California State Board of 
Agriculture which, by its resolution of December 21, 1959, recom- 
mended that sufficient funds be made available to moaige the pro- 
gram without changes through the current school ye That reso- 
lution was passed after the California Board of heteaes was 
notified of the Department of Agriculture directive that the special 
school milk program subsidy is to be reduced one-half cent per half 
pint, effective March 1 of this year. 

Together with a number of my colleagues from California, I have 
written to the Secretary of Agriculture, Ezra Benson, urging that 
this directive be rescinded and that the Department request the 
necessary supplemental appropriations. In response, I have been 
advised, in substance, that under the present authorization of $81 
million for fiscal 1960 and $85 million for fiscal 1961— 

* * * we face a possible overall shortage of funds if the program should be 
continued on its present basis * * * 

That reply from Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Clarence L. 
Miller, did not indicate whether or not the Department would ask for 
additional funds, as we had requested. 

I wish to reiterate a statement I made last year while testifying 
before your committee in favor of additional funds to carry the school 
milk program through the fiscal year : 

The value of this program is shown nowhere to a greater extent than in the 
State of California. 

I personally regard it as one of the very best of the agriculture 
support programs, but it is more important that the people of Cali- 
fornia have approved and accepted this program more each year. 
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Gentlemen, I strongly urge you to act to approve increases for this 
program of $4 million for fiscal 1960 and $6 million for fiscal 1961 
over previously approved authorizations. This is the intent of 
H.R. 9677. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you very much. I am now going to call on 
Members of Congress for their statements. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED MARSHALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA, A MEMBER OF 
AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. Marsuauyi. Mr. Chairman, reference was made earlier in this 
hearing to a study we made to determine just exactly who benefits 
from farm programs. I am grateful to Congressman Johnson for 
bringing this study to the attention of the committee since it bears 
upon the subject you are now considering. 

As both Congressman Johnson and Congressman Abernethy have 
so ably pointed out, some of the professional critics of agriculture con- 
tinue to use the misconception that farmers alone are beneficiaries of 
farm program costs. 

This, of course, is part of the continuing attack on farm progress 
The school milk program is just one important program which gives 
the lie to this kind of attack. Most citizens will agree, I am sure, that 
this is primarily an investment in the health of the Nation’s children. 
From the standpoint of nutrition and dental health alone, it is impos- 
sible to measure the great contribution that the school milk program 
has made to our families and schools as well as to the children them- 
selves. 

This is only one important instance in which a program designed 
for the general welfare of our people is charged to the American 
farmer when it suits the purposes of those who wish to undermine the 
farm program. 

In order to understand this problem better, we have made a break- 
down of expenditures for the last fiscal year. One shows expenditures 
which benefit the general public or someone else more than the farmer. 
The other shows expenditures which benefit the farmer more than 
anyone else. 

Our intent is to present in an unbiased way a picture of how the 
items in the agricultural budget should be charged. Officials of the 
Department of Agriculture have done this in a general way in a table 
issued January 27, 1959. 

At the close of these remarks we are placing a table in the record 
to show the breakdown as we have made it from the budget and from 
Department figures for the 1959 fiscal year. USDA officials have co- 
operated with us in developing this table, and it has been checked 
by them. 

The business of providing food and fiber for our country is one of 
the most. basic industries we have. For this reason, the agricultural 
budget goes way beyond the farmer himself. Let me illustrate: 

For a number of years we have had the school lunch program. 
This is not intended to be a program for farmers. It is a program 
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for the schoolchildren of the country. Certain funds, and in some 
cases certain foods, are made available to schools meeting the neces- 
sary standards for the serving of school lunches. 

In the past fiscal year the budget provides $144 million for this 
purpose. More than 2 billion meals are being served to 11 million 
schoolchildren in some 56,000 schools throughout the country. State 
and local groups are matching the Feder al contribution by nearly 
3 to l. 

The wool price support program is just the opposite. The $21 
million in payments on wool last year go directly to wool growers. 
In fact, it is intended as an incentive. The $713 million included i in 
last year’s budget to finance the soil bank acreage reserve is another 
direct outlay to farmers. 

The past fiscal year’s budget has an item of $150 million for food 
distribution to the aged and the needy. This is properly considered 
as a program benefiting the general public rather than the farmer 
specifically. ‘There is another item of $240 million for the agricul- 
tural conservation program. This might be called a borderline case. 
For every dollar of Federal funds spent on this program the farmer 
on the average spends another dollar. The effect is to give double 
benefits to conservation industries and to the general public i in na- 
tional conservation gains. However, we are counting this program 
as one primarily benefiting the farmer. Conservation payments are 
made directly to the farmer, and are used as an incentive to make it 
possible for farmers to contribute as much to conservation as they re- 
ceive. 

There is a clear distinction between the $21 million carried in the 
last fiscal year to finance meat inspection, and the $68 million to 
finance the sugar program. Meat inspection is clearly a service pro- 
vided for the general public. The sugar program is one of direct 
benefit to the sugar producer and to the domestic sugar industry. 

When you hear that in the last fiscal year $5.4 billion was charged 
up for stabilization of fe rm prices and incomes, remember that more 
than $1 billion of this is represented by the value of commodities 
sent to other countries under the program known as Public Law 480, 
and for which we receive foreign currencies. This is strictly a foreign 
relations and defense program. It involves the use of surpluses after 
they have been produced. In my opinion it is an excellent program 
which is serving the country well and could perhaps serve it even bet- 
ter. But this money is not properly chargeable to farmers. The 
Department recognizes this in its January 27, 1959, compilation. 

Tisch irged to the farmer in the last: fise al year was $129 million 
worth of materials for which farm products have been bartered under 
the Public Law 480 program and are being transferred to the supple- 
mental defense stockpile. This also is recognized by the Dep: urtment 
as not appropriately chargeable directly to the farmer. The inter- 
national wheat agreement involvi ing $65 million in the fiscal year 1959 
budget also is a program bearing more directly on foreign relations 
than upon agriculture itself. 

Included in the total for stabilizing farm prices and incomes is one 
item involving $38 million for the financi ing of military housing in 
Europe. If this sounds farfetched, it is because the use of some surplus 
farm products was involved in this financing. 
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What about the cost of farm price support itself? 

The budget for the past fiscal year shows $3,118 million for price 
support, supply, and purchase programs. Our table allocates $989 
million as appropriately chargeable to farmers directly out of this 
amount. 

Most of the $3 billion charged to price support is backed up by 
crops turned over to ¢ ‘ommodity Credit C orpor ation by farmers as 
collateral for the loans they have received. The $989 million which 
I consider to be appropriately chargeable to farmers out of the total 
represents an estimate of a little more than 1 year’s loss on such 
commodities. 

The farmer is not given a handout. In exchange for a loan, he turns 
over to the Government commodities meeting certain grade and quality 
requirements. It is appropriate to charge the farmer with the loss on 
these commodities for 1 year, and possibly a little longer. It is not 
appropriate to charge the farmer for everything. 

One reason is that the farmer has no control over what happens to 
the value of his collateral after it gets into the hands of Commodity 
Credit Corporation. On the other hand, the policies of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture have much to do with what happens to the value 
of the farmer’s collateral. 

Another reason is that more than one-third of total expenditures 
for price support involve spending of primary benefit to business. 
These represent a proper charge against price support programs, but 
it does not seem fair to charge such expenditures to farmers. 

The largest of these business items is one of $683,173,000 represent- 
ing storage, handling, and transportation charges for a year. In other 
words, a little more than one-fifth—22 percent—of all the price sup- 
port expenditures, went to the people who store, handle, and ship our 
grains, cotton, tobacco, and other commodities. 

The second largest business expense is $203,215,000 for the cost 
of exporting crops. This is an appropriate charge in terms of the 
disposal of a commodity, but hardly proper as a charge against the 
farmer. There may be some that are surprised to know that our mer- 
chant marine obtains so large a subsidy from the farm program. In 
addition, the shipping interests of this country have a subsidy program 
all their own. i has averaged $175 million a year for each of the 
last 20 years. You may remember in our heari ings last year the report 
on nonfarm subsidies which showed that ship ‘subsidies had totaled 
$3.5 billion in a 20-year period. 

The third largest of the business expense items for price support 
in the past fiscal year was $102,368,000 as net interest cost. Needless 
to say, this does not go to farmers. The other business items include 
nearly $42 million for the purchase of strategic materials; about $37 
million for acquisition of additional storage facilities. Administrative 
expenses, including Federal Reserve b: ank char ges, totaled $48,802,000. 
The figures are all given in some detail in the t table that follows. 

When the charges are more appropriately assigned to their proper 
place, Mr. C hairman, the farmer is allocated £1,831 million out of the 
$5,386 million charged to him in the budget for stabilization of farm 
prices and income. This represents 34 percent of the total now so 
charged. 


Cl 


Pi 


Cc 


SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 43 


If to this are added the cost of the agricultural conservation pro- 
gram and the conservation reserve—and there are those who would 
argue with force that conservation is not properly chargeable to 
agriculture alone—the total expense assigned directly to farmers out 
of the entire 1959 agricultural budget comes to $2,212 million. This 
represents 30 percent of the total budget of $7,341 million. 


Estimated Department of Agriculture 1959 fiscal year budget expenditures 


asteeiaeiaely 


| Of the items listed 
at left these are 
Amount appropriately 
| chargeable to 
| farmers 


Millions Millions 
Charged to farm program for stabilization of farm prices and incomes: | 
Price support, supply, and purchase programs: This includes expendi- 
tures primarily to business totaling $1,116 million, but these funds do 
not go to farmers ! . $3, 118 $98Y 
Public Law 480, title |1—exchange of farm commodities for foreign cur- 
rencies on . ol. eh ee 
Public Law 480—transfer of bartered materials to supplemental stockpile ee ‘ ae 
Soil bank—acreage reserve 713 713 
International wheat agreement 265 |... a Re 
Wool program 21 21 
Food distribution 2150 ‘ esha ap aahal 
Sugar program 68 68 
Marketing quotas and allotments 40 40 
Other (military housing, $38,300,000; waterfowl feed, $35,000; and sale of 
stockpile cotton less $5,100,000 net income from crop insurance pro- 
gram 233 
Charged to farm prices and incomes DW Bid i 
Properly chargeable 1, 831 


Programs mainly for benefit of the farmer 
Agricultuial conservation program (for every dollar of Federal funds 
spent on this program the farmer on the average spends another dollar, 
providing double benefits to conservation industries and to national 
conservation gains) 240 240 
Conservation reserve program—payments made in exchange for removal 
of a specified number of acres from production for a stated number of 
years, and for carrying out conservation practices on the land while 
idled 141 141 
Other programs, all with multiple benefits and not directly chargeable to 
farmers: 2 
Disaster relief, title II, Public Law 480 program __ - 2106 
School lunch program (over 2,000,000,000 meals to 11,000,000 children in 
56,000 schools during fiscal 1959; Federal contribution matched nearly 


3 to 1 by State and local groups) ae ; S Pree) Fe 
School milk program [je i. = 
Investment in REA and FHA loans subject to repayment 2 590 


Long-range programs for the improvement of agricultural resources, 
including research, meat inspection, disease and pest control, educa- 
tion, market development and services, protection of soil and water 
resources, and forest and public land management a 2 651 


Total agricultural budget__- ws thi cide diate ee 7, 341 
Properly chargeable to farmers ¥ 


1 The business expense items include $41,810,000 for purchase of strategic materials; $203,215,000 export 
cost; $36,841,000 purchase of storage facilities; $102,368,000 net interest expense; $48,802,000 administrative 
expenses, county office expense, Federal Reserve bank charges, etc.; $683,173,000 storage, handling, and 
transportation charges for a year. 

2 Funds are considered by the Department of Agriculture to have multiple benefits and should not be 
directly chargeable t) farmers. These are shown in a USDA tabulation dated Jan. 27, 1959. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to express to 
your committee my strong support of the proposal you and other 
colleagues have made to increase the authorization for the fiscal years 
1960 and 1961 for the special milk program for children. Last week 
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I joined with a number of my colleagues from California in urging 
the Secretary of Agriculture to reconsider the proposed reduction in 
Federal payments for this program which he had announced. His 
reply was negative. I am happy to note the announcement today that 
the Secretary has reconsidered and that he now favors the legislation 
before your committee. I hope this will clear the way for earliest 
action and a prompt enactment of the increased authorization, so that 
our schools and other participating agencies may plan in confidence 
for continuance and enlargement of this most essential program. 

In my opinion, we should rejoice that the increased authorization is 
needed, for it shows that this program has merited wide acceptance 
and is doing a job that needs to be done. The increased rate of expen- 
diture demonstrates the need. Ifthe proposal announced by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to reduce Federal payments per unit of milk 
served were carried out, most of our local schools would have no 
choice except to increase the price of the milk to the child, for they 
simply do not have the resources to make up the difference in cost. 
This would mean that the children who need milk the most would be 
the hardest hit; they are the ones who can least afford the increased 
cost and they are the ones whose pennies would not be there to provide 
them with the food values, the basic nutrition supplied by milk, they 
so urgently need. Their health and the health and strength of our 
Nation would suffer. 

This certainly is reason enough to justify this legislation, but we 
have an added dividend arising through this most beneficial use of 
milk and the actual added market and stability the program provides 
for our hard-pressed dairy industry. Viewed as an agricultural sur- 
plus disposal program, the children’s milk program is certainly among 
the finest and most worthy and workable of our Federal assistance 
plans. I feel sure you will take prompt action to get this proposal 
before the House and you may be certain of my active and strongest 
support. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EARL HOGAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 


Mr. Hogan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I thank 
you for this opportunity to present an appeal to you to favorably 
report the request for an increase in the funds with which to continue 
the special milk program for children at its present capacity for the 
remainder of this school year, and to allow for the anticipated increase 
in need for fiscal year ending June 30, 1961. 

No program in our Government offers so much to the youngsters 
of our Nation. A curtailment of the program will not only deprive 
the children from the nutritional benefits they are deriving at a time 
when they are most needed but will also add to the already bulging 
storage problem. The Government will be forced to buy the milk not 
consumed by these children and store it in the form of butter, cheese, 
and nonfat powder. 

I feel that our schools, child-care institutions, summer camps and 
other nonprofit institutions dedicated to the care and training of chil- 
dren are bearing a fair share of burden brought about by our ever- 
spiraling economy. The program has been budgeted by the users in 
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most instances and in many cases the special equipment purchased to 
carry on the milk service is still being paid for in installments, Ad- 
ministrators are relying on the program to be carried on during this 
school year and in the future. To fail to see to it that the milk program 
is maintained at its present strength and rate of progress would be a 
tragedy. Certainly, we cannot expect future cooperation for other 
food distribution plans, if we fail to discharge our obligation in this 
program that has enjoyed the unanimous endorsement of all interested 
parties. 

I would like to see an expansion of the present program, Mr. Chair- 
man, rather than a cutback as ordered by our Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. My feelings are strong in this direction and prompted my 
introduction of H.R. 9329. It is my understanding that only about 
one-half of the schoolchildren are participating in the program at 
this time. We need only to reason that with the increased population 
and popularity of the program, that our thoughts should turn to the 
provisions of my bill that would make funds available to continue 
the special milk program at full capacity, and at full rates of re- 
imbursement, to the end of this year and for the year that lies ahead. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEONARD G. WOLF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


Mr. Wo tr. I am very happy to submit this statement in support of 
my bill, H.R. 9469, and other companion bills which endeavor to 
increase the amount of funds provided for the school milk program 
to $90 million for the fiscal year 1961. 

Unless this measure is adopted, the program will have to be cut. 
Last November the Agriculture Department informed the schools 
and institutions which take part in the special milk program, that 
on March 1, 1960, the reimbursement rate would be cut by half a 
cent per half pint of milk. The program is at the point where the 
$81 million previously authorized for this program will not be enough. 
This fact was known by many of us last year who worked for legisla- 
tion at that time which would increase the amount of CCC funds 
available so that the program could meet the requirements of an in- 
creasing school age population. 

It is my feeling that this program should neither decrease the 
amount of aid given, nor decrease the numbers of children of school 
age who qualify. Rather, the approach should be exactly the op- 
posite. It should be aimed at increasing the numbers of children of 
school age who do qualify. Under the program at the present time, 
only one-half of the Nation’s children participate, with 2.2 billion 
half pints of milk provided per year. 

It was not the intent of the proponents of this program when it 
was first initiated in 1954, to freeze the cost or size of it at a certain 
level. The purpose of that program was to keep pace with the needs 
of our school age population; to fulfill our responsibility to improve 
the diets of our schoolchildren by providing them with adequate sup- 
plies of milk while at the same time expanding the production of our 
dairy farmers. 

In my opinion, it would be utter folly to stabilize the program, as 
the Department of Agriculture suggests, by holding expenditures to 
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the level of $75 million annually. Obviously, stabilization of this level} 
necessarily means that the program would cover fewer and fewer 
children as the number of schoolchildren continues to rise. 

Ways should be found, as Senator Humphrey has suggested, to 
“reach more child-care institutions, making milk available to still more 
children.” 

One of the unfortunate results of this program is the notion that 
it should be charged to the farmer as a subsidy because it is helpi 
him. This is unreasonable. The intent of this program is not pr 
marily for the benefit of the farmer. Rather, it is an aid to the mil- 
lions of children in this country who would be without an adequate 
diet if this program was not in existence. This is the primary pur- 
pose of the program and it should be understood in that context. The 
program is another example of those activities which are the responsi- 
bility of Government to undertake in order to provide for the welfare 
of its younger citizens. I feel that this point should be made per- 
fectly clear by the Department of Agriculture—which does not seem 
to make distinctions of this kind for the American taxpayer. 

I urge on the committee and on the Congress support of Congress- 
man Johnson’s (Wisconsin) b:ll and other bills, including my own, 
which will make available for the special milk program an increase 
from $81 to $85 million for fiseal 1960 and from $84 to $90 million for 
fiscal year 1961. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. SrupsierteD, Mr, Chairman and members of the subcommit- 
tee, I appreciate this further opportunity to state my position in 
support of an increase in the funds for the special milk program for 
schoolchildren to prevent the projected cutback in this fine program. 
I strongly support the proposed action. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I would like to include as part of my state- 
ment a portion of a letter from the Honorable Wendell P. Butler, 
superintendent of public instruction, Department of Education, Com- 
monwealth of Kentucky. Mr. Butler has written me as follows: 


Since 1954 the special milk program sponsored by the USDA has been ef- 
fective in making extra milk available to children in Kentucky schools. Each 
year funds have been made available by Congress in such amounts as to allow 
the program reimbursement pattern to remain stable. Appropriations have in- 
creased each year to meet the demands created when milk consumption increased 
and to provide for new schools which were approved for participation. 

Apparently the appropriation for the 1959-60 school year is insufficient to 
keep pace with program growth, as we have been informed by the USDA that 
effective March 1, 1960, the maximum rates of reimbursement have been sliced 
to one-half cent per half pint of milk. 

To make this reduction in reimbursement rate in the middle of the year would 
certainly have an adverse effect upon the program in Kentucky. It is felt that 
there will be an immediate reduction in consumption of milk in schools due to 
the necessity of increasing the cost the child pays for each half pint of milk 
* * * Jt is further felt that many children will be excluded from the program 
and deprived of the privilege of enjoying milk as they are now doing. This will 
be especially true in areas where there are low-income families, and Kentucky 
has many of these areas. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN R. LAIRD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Lairp. Once again, I am here to indicate my full support of 
proposed legislation to increase the authorized use of funds for the 
special milk program in 1960 and 1961. ; 

Wisconsin was the first State to enter the special milk program 
when it was inaugurated back in September 1954 and State officials 
have vigorously administered it to see that its benefits could be made 
available to the maximum. possible number of Wisconsin children. 
During 1959, almost 4,500 Wisconsin schools and 100 camps and child- 
care institutions participated in this program. Almost 81 million half 
yints of milk were used in 1959, compared with 74.5 million half pints 
in 1958. So, even with an early start, our State had considerable ex- 
pansion last year. I am pleased to Jearn that in some other States, 
where the program got off to a slower start, there is evidence of a 
real step-up in program activity this school year. 

Certainly, this is not the time to try to limit the expansion of this 
program to additional children—I understand that only about half 
of our children are drinking milk at school. 

And, most certainly, this is not the time to limit the program from 
the standpoint of the dairy industry. The expanded use of fluid milk 
under this program (it takes about 1 percent of our annual produc- 
tion), has been one of the real factors contributing to the reduction 
in Government takeovers under the price-support program. If, 
by withholding funds, we reduce the consumption of fluid milk by 
schoolchildren, it seems apparent to me that we will be spending 
additional funds to move more surplus manufactured products into 
Government hands. There is no economy, nor any other advantage, 
tothat. 

Increasing the authorization to $85 million for this year, and to 
$90 million for 1961, will assure the States that they may go ahead 
with plans to extend the program to more schools and more children, 
These funds will provide the Department with a reserve to manage 
their accounts and if the entire amount is not needed, it will not be 
spent. 

[ urge favorable and rapid action on these proposals so that school 
officials can be informed in sufficient time that current rates of 
reimbursement can be continued. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. J. CARNAHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Carnanan. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I appreciate this opportunity afforded me to appear before you in 
behalf of increasing funds for the special school milk program for chil- 
dren in the interest of improved nutrition by fostering the consump- 
tion of fluid milk in the schools. Among the bills before you is H.R. 
9766 which I introduced. This bill would increase the funds for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959, from $81 million to $85 million and 
would increase the funds for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1960, 
from $84 million to $90 million. By increasing the funds for this 
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program the Department of Agriculture would be in position to 
rescind the notification to the States that effective March 1, 1960, the 
rate of reimbursement to the States would be reduced. 

Mr. Chairman, by increasing the consumption of fluid milk direct 
from the farm is one way in which we can reduce mounting surpluses 
thereby sparing the taxpayers some additional taxload. Milk in this 
program is used in public schools, in the nonprofit schools of high 
school grade and under, in nonprofit nursery schools, child- -care 
centers, “settlement houses, summer camps, and similar nonprofit in- 
stitutions devoted to the care and training of children. 

The milk program needs more funds to meet the steady rise in the 
number of schools and schoolchildren. The State of Missouri entered 
into the program in good faith and has perhaps doubled milk con- 
sumption by schoolchildren. A reduction in the rate of reimburse- 
ment in the face of rising milk prices will force schools to either 
increase charges to pupils « or reduce milk consumption. Mr. Chair. 
man, penny-pinching should not come at the expense of proper nutri- 
tion for our schoolchildren. I therefore urge the committee to 
favorably report this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. QUIGLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Quie.tey. Asa Member of Congress who, on occasion, has regis- 
tered his protest both vocally and vote-ally against most of the agri- 
cultural support programs, it is both a pleasure : and a duty to vresent 
to you a wholehearted plea for an increase in a support program that 
seems to me useful to everyone—the school milk program. Here we 
have a program that benefits the producing dairyman in increased 
consumption of his product at prevailing prices, it benefits the con- 
suming children with the added nourishment that the milk affords 
and it even benefits the taxpayers by storing what might otherwise be 
dairy surplus in the bones and sinews of children where it will do 
some good rather than piling it up as surplus dried milk or butter 
in warehouses where it will do only the storagemen any good. 

I could only wish that some of our other agricultural support pro- 
grams worked as well, and it might not be a bad idea to investigate 
trying to cut down our wheat surplus by turning that, too, into health- 
ful consumption by our youngsters. Perhaps we could have a school 
wheat germ program. 

We are extremely lucky to live in a land which is blessed with an 
abundance rather than a scarcity of food. And with our abundance 
there comes a responsibility, a responsibility to use that surplus wisely 
and well. I hesitate to think just what a Khrushchev or a Mao-Tse- 
tung would do if he had our so-called surpluses. 

The school milk program to me is an example of a wise discharge of 
our responsibility. There is no excuse for malnutrition in a nation 
whose food supply is as abundant as ours; there is even less excuse 
when it comes to our children. Yet we do have some malnutrition in 
our Nation and it is precisely to that sector of our population that 
the school milk program is the greatest help. And it is also that sec- 
tor of our Nation which will be hurt the most if sufficient funds are 
not available to keep the schoo] milk program on its present schedule, 
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That there should be any opposition to increased funds for increased 
participation in our school milk program astounds me. 

As I understand it, the administration will have to cut down the 
subsidy by half a cent a half pint by March 1 to stretch out the cur- 
rent funds unless additional moneys are available. I would think 
even the most economy-minded Congressman would have great diffi- 
culty in persuading himself that money saved by decreasing the effec- 
tiveness and scope of our school milk program is anything but the 
most shortsighted kind of economy. Taking candy from a baby is 
a lot more charitable than taking milk from a school child. 

Thus, I would think that this Agricultural Subcommittee in rec- 

ommending an increase in school milk funds will be joined by urban, 
suburban and every other type Member of the House. I sincerely 
hope that you do authorize this increase to $85 million for this fiscal 
year and $90 million for next fiscal year. 
* Mr. Jounson. Thank you. At this point in the record and with- 
out objection I wish to insert two letters, one from Hon. True D. 
Morse Acting Secretary of the Department of Agriculture and the 
other from Hon. Gaylord A. Nelson, Governor of the State of Wis- 
consin. Also one from J. K. Hoyer, of Cumberland Community 
School. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., January 25, 1960. 
Hon. Haroip D. CooLey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN COooLey: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H.R. 9331, a bill to increase the authorized expenditure of funds under the 
special milk program. 

Public Law 85-478, as amended, now provides for the operation of the special 
milk program through June 30, 1961, and authorizes the use of up to $81 mil- 
lion of Commodity Credit Corporation funds for 1960 and up to $84 million for 
1961. H.R. 9331 would increase these authorized expenditures to $85 million 
in 1960 and to $90 million in 1961. 

In testimony before the Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee on January 20, the 
Department indicated that it felt some financial stability should be introduced 
into this program, especially in view of the more favorable demand-supply posi- 
tion in the dairy industry. We further indicated that we were opposed to any 
proposal to place the program on a permanent basis. 

However, we did inform the subeommittee that if current rates of reimburse- 
ment were to continue in effect, additional funds would be required and that the 
Department would have no objection if the Congress saw fit to provide such 
funds. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises it has no objection to the submission of this 
report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 


Madison, January 19, 1960. 
Hon. Lester JOHNSON, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry, 
Committee on Agriculture, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washingon, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Jonnson: I am writing to express my support for your bill, 
H.R. 9331, to authorize an increase in the amount of funds that can be expended 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation for use in the special school milk program. 
I regret that it is impossible to appear before your subcommittee in person. 
Please make this letter a part of your hearing record. 
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This bill will increase the authorized expenditure for school milk from $81 
million in fiscal year 1960 to $85 million, and from $84 million in fiscal year 1961 
to $90 million. I am advised by officials in charge of the special milk pro 
gram in Wisconsin that this amount is required to forestall the reduction in 
the amount of Federal support of one-half cent per quart which the administra. 
tion is presently planning to place into effect next March 1. It is required also 
to enable expansion of the program to grow at a regular rate so as to make milk 
available to increased numbers of schoolchildren. 

I am firmly opposed to the recommendation of the U.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture, presented at hearings on this program last session, that expansion of the 
special school milk program be curbed by restricting it to a $75 million per 
year level of expenditure. 

If this recommendation were to be accepted by Congress, it would mean in 
effect retrenchment of the school milk program, rather than “stabilization” as 
claimed by Department of Agriculture representatives who appeared before 
your subcommittee. School population is increasing swiftly, and costs are ris- 
Ing steadily. Both of these factors would operate to compel retrenchment of 
the prorgam if a ceiling of $75 million is placed on it. Schools now partici- 
pating would be forced to withdraw or to reduce the scope of the program in 
their institutions, as an arbitrarily fixed amount of money would need to be 
stretched out to provide for more and more enrolled pupils at higher and higher 
cost levels. Moreover, it would become impossible to expand the special milk 
program into schools and other institutions which are not now participating. 

Instead of cutting back the special milk program, we ought to expand it ag- 
gressively until every schoolchild in America is able to get milk in school. 

Even in Wisconsin only about 60 percent of the schoolchildren are now par- 
ticipating in the special milk program. The national rate of participation 4s 
below one-half. It appears entirely probable that the very children whose need 
is greatest for this valuable dietary supplement are, in most cases, those who 
do not yet have an opportunity to participate. Some school administrations 
with limited resources have been unable to participate in the special milk and 
the school lunch programs because of their shortage of personnel to handle essen- 
tial administrative duties, or their lack of facilities for handling milk and serv- 
ing meals. This is an aspect of these programs which your subcommittee might 
well explore at greater length. 

I wish to give my strongest endorsement to this legislation and to urge your 
subcommittee and the Congress to act on it as promptly as possible so as to 
prevent the retrenchment which is now contemplated to take effect within a few 
weeks’ time. 

Sincerely yours, 
GAYLORD A. NELSON, Governor. 


CUMBERLAND COMMUNITY SCHOOL, 
Cumberland, Wis., January 18, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: The school milk program is one of the finest programs in our school 
system for the promotion of good health. We in the school business would ap 
preciate your efforts in keeping the program at least at the level it has been. It 
is so easy to knock off one-half cent today, another one-half cent or one-fourth 
cent next year. 

Thank you much for any effort you would feel proper to use. 

Sincerely, 
J.K. Hoyer, Supervisor Principal. 


Mr. Jounson. We will next hear from our colleague, Mr. Kasten- 
meier. 

Mr. Kasrenmeter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I want to take this opportunity to submit my statement for inclusion 
in the record at this point. 

Mr. Jounson. If there is no objection, it will be put into the record 
at this point. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DIS- 
TRICT OF THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Kastenmeter. Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommit- 
tee, 1 thank you for this opportunity to appear here today in behalf 
of my bill, H.R. 9498, the chairman’s bill, H.R. 9331, and the several 
identical bills introduced by my colleagues. I already have received 
a number of communications from school representatives in Wiscon- 
sin who fear that the reduction in the reimbursement rate will ad- 
versely affect the program. 

This special children’s milk program, first instituted in 1954, bene- 

fits nearly one-half of the schoolchildren in the United States. About 
80,000 schools and child-care institutions take part in the program 
and over 2 billion half-pints of milk will be consumed by children 
during the current school year. This consumption of a wholesome 
food full of vitamins and body and bone building nutrients is con- 
tributing substantially to the health and strength of our country’s 
youth. 
At the present time, the Commodity Credit Corportaion is author- 
ized to pay schools up to 4 cents for each half-pint of milk served 
as a separately priced item. In schools and child-care institutions 
serving just milk, the maximum reimbursement is 3 cents per half- 
pint of milk. The cost of the milk to the schools and to the students 
is thereby reduced. The economics of the reduced price is plain: More 
milk can be and is consumed. 

The Department of Agriculture has ordered a reduction in the re- 
imbursement rate to take effect on March 1, 1960. Most of us here 
today can remember that the Department of Agriculture opposed any 
increase in the appropriations for this program last spring on the 
grounds that the then-existing level of appropriations of $75 million 
was adequate. Despite an increase voted at that time, existing funds 
already are found to be insufficient to carry the program at the current 
level through this school year. 

If additional appropriations are not provided, the leve] of reim- 
bursement will be lowered and the consumption of milk will be simi- 
larly reduced. For many students, especially those from low-income 
families, additional money is not available to pay more for the milk. 
On the other hand, if school boards have shared in the cost of the milk, 
their budgets have been set for the school year and cannot be changed 
to meet increased costs. 

The problem facing schools throughout the country, if this one-half 
cent reduction in reimbursement is ordered March 1, 1960, has been 
reported by the superintendent of the Lodi, Wis., school, which was 
the first school in the Nation to participate in this program when it was 
instituted in 1954. 

Mr. C. G. Hugill, superintendent of Lodi schools and a constituent 
of mine, wrote me as follows: 

Deak Mr. KasTenMeter: I understand that the Secretary of Agriculture, on 
November 11, 1959, issued an amendment to his regulations governing the opera- 
tion of the special milk program in which the rates of reimbursement are to be 


reduced by one-half cent per one-half pint of milk, beginning March 1, 1960. 
This means that our reimbursement for type A lunch milk would be 3% cents. 
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The only way in which this action can be rescinded would be through legisla- 
tion by Congress. Would you please help with this legislation? School budgets 
are not prepared to handle the situation. 


I have also received a copy of a resolution adopted on January 18, 
1960, by the executive board of the Wisconsin School Food Service 
Association which requests that Congress rescind the action ordered 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. The resolution signed by Mr. R. W. 
Fenske, president of the association and superintendent of Union 
High School, Wisconsin Dells, Wis., which is located in my congres- 
sional district, follows: 


Whereas the special milk program in Wisconsin has demonstrated its value 
in providing essential nutritional benefits to school children of the State; and 

Whereas such program has provided a substantial, and ready market for the 
abundant milk production of Wisconsin’s dairy farms; and 

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture has announced by amendment to regula- 
tions the reduction in reimbursement rates for milk served under the terms of 
the special milk program effective March 1, 1960; and 

Whereas such reduction of one-half cent per half pint would tend to work a 
hardship on school districts and children participating in such programs; and 

Whereas school budgets and finances for the current year have been established 
and cannot be readily amended to provide for the additional funds which this 
action would require; and 

Whereas this action would in itself tend to discourage the expansion of the 
special milk program in Wisconsin and deny the nutritional benefits of this 
worthy program to the many needy children of the State: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Executive Board of the Wisconsin School Food Service 
Association do hereby resolve that the association go on record as opposing such 
action by the Secretary of Agriculture and requesting that such legislation as 
would rescind the action taken by the secretary of Agriculture and reinstate 
the prevailing rates of reimbursement for special milk, and that copies of this 
resolution be provided to Representatives and Senators from Wisconsin. 

The superintendent of the Waukesha, Wis., public schools, which 
also is located in my district, describes the difficult situation which 
would confront Waukesha school officials in the event the reduction 
in reimbursement rate is instituted. Mr. R. G. Hein, the superin- 
tendent, writes as follows: 

It has just come to my attention that the Secretary of Agriculture issued an 
amendment on November 11, 1959, which states that our allowance on milk will 
be reduced one-half cent per half pint beginning March 1, 1960. 

This poses a very serious problem for us because at the present time we can 
sell our milk with the hot lunch program at 1 cent and milk without the lunch 
program at 2cents. If the subsidy is reduced one-half cent, you can see that we 
will have to charge the children 1 cent more in each instance than we do now 
since most children buy only half pints at a time. 

If this is going to be a legal policy, that is one thing; however, if the subsidy 
is reduced for a temporary period and then is increased to normal again, it 
causes greater confusion and inconvenience at the local level. 

I hope you will use your influence to bring about action that will leave the sub- 
sidy the same so that we are not forced into an embarrassing situation in local 
schools. 

I submit that it is imper ative the increased appropriations be 
authorized at this time in order that the program continue at present 
levels. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the members of this subcommittee 
for the time you have given me. 

Mr. Jonnson. The next witness is Dr. Edgar Fuller, executive sec- 
retary of the Council of Chief State School Officers, who is accom- 

1, I believe, by Mr. John Pe xe » director of tl 
panier velieve, by Mr. John Perryman, executive director of the 
American School Food Service Association. 
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You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DR* EDGAR FULLER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS 


Dr. Fuuier. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is Edgar Fuller. I am executive secretary of the Council of 
Chief State School Officers. The Council’s members are the superin- 
tendents and commissioners of education in the States, Territories, 
island possessions, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. It is a 
privilege to appear on behalf of your bill, H.R. 9331, Mr. Chairman, 
and similar bills introduced by your colleagues. 

State administration of the school lunch and school milk programs 
is, as you know, a responsibility of the State departments of education 
in all the States. Naturally, most chief State school officers have a 
lively interest in these programs. Less than 2 months ago, at the 
annual meeting of the council, they adopted resolutions concerning 
changes in sc hool lunch legislation, along with another resolution 
that ‘applies to this legislation calling for. complete financing of all 
current Federal support programs in the schools. 

Mr. Chairman, we are glad you have introduced legislation increas- 
ing the amount of funds the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be 
authorized to allocate for the school milk program for fiscal years 
1960 and 1961. This is necessary because the $81 million thus far 
authorized for the current year is not enough to continue the regular 
allocations. The Department of Agric ulture has announced that 
after March 1, the reimbursement for eligible half- pints of milk with 
Type A lunches will be reduced from 4 cents to 3.5 cents, and the 
reimbursement where milk is served along will be reduced from 3 
cents to 2.5 cents per half-pint. 

Your bill would authorize $85 million for the current year and $90 
million for fiscal year 1961, which I assume is the amount necessary 
to insure continuance of the program at current rates until June 30, 
1961. We hope your bill will become law in time to permit the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to maintain the rates of reimbursement now in 
effect. 

It seems to me that the case for your proposal is very strong. The 
Commodity Credit Corporation has a total of $14.5 billion authorized, 
of which $11,405 million was in use on October 30, 1959. The funds 
used by the Commodity Credit Corporation for ‘the v very effective 
school milk program are small compared with those involved in the 
price support programs for dairy products. 

The school milk program has many advantages. So far as I know, 
the farmers are well pleased with it. Compared with purchases for 
price support, it is little, if any, more expensive for the Government 
to operate. There is unquestioned value in using the milk for young 
Americans who in many cases badly need it and would often be left 
without it except for this program. Milk drinkers are developed as 
adult customers for the dairy farmers of the future. 

It is also good that the school milk program routes the milk to the 
children through regular commercial channels. The program does 
not require that the Federal Government ever become the owner of 
the milk, or assume the responsibility for storage, or the problems 
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inherent in disposal of Government property, or any of the other 
responsibilities that go with governmental ownership of dairy prod- 
ucts. This is not a question of increased Federal costs primarily; 
it is a question of whether dairy products shall be dealt with one way 
or another way. The fact that supply and demand are in closer 
balance than a few years ago is immaterial to our position on the 
milk program as long as any Federal purchases of dairy products are 
necessary. 

There appears to be no good reason not to take advantage of the 
relative abundance of dairy products to support their use in schools at 
the level of the present program. To pie the level of support 
means a reduction of milk consumption in schools, as has been proved 
by studies that were cited in testimony before this subcommittee last 
year. Thus a fixed authorization that results in higher costs to pupils 
and decreased milk consumption in schools is questionable policy, as 
long as there is a program of Government ownership and storage 
of dairy products they need. 

It has been a privilege, Mr. Chairman, to appear here on behalf 
of your proposal to authorize maintenance of the school milk pro- 
gram at its present level of support. 

I might say that the word “stabilization” as used by previous wit- 
nesses here this morning might mean either of two things. As 
they were using it, they would choose an overall budget figure, and 
then as the participation increases, the amount per one-half pint of 
milk paid by a school child would increase, because the Government 
subsidy would be reduced beginning March 1. 

It might mean another thing. It might mean that the present level 
of support is about right, that it really promotes more consumption 
of milk than though “stabilization” were used in a different way. 
Then “stabilization” would mean the 4 cents and the 3 cents and the 2 
cents per half-pint of milk for each of these three classifications for 
which those payments are made, regardless of the number of children 
who participate. 

We believe that the more who participate, the better everybody is: 
it is good for the children, it is good for the farmers, it is good for 
the future of the farmers, and it is good for the country as a whole 
to encourage the drinking of milk in schools and to support it so that 
as much milk as possible will be consumed. 

And so we would stabilize the program. But stabilize it at the level 
of support where it is per half-pint of milk by increasing the authori- 
zation, rather than by cutting ion the amount of Federal assistance 
per half-pint of milk. 

I might say something in regard to one other question, too, Mr. 
Chairman, with your permission. I realize that time is short. 

To change over, as has been suggested here, from a price sup- 
porting theory to a child welfare or child education theory would 
difficult. This would be to make school milk a charge against edu- 
cation rather than against agriculture. The proposal that school 
milk should be supported in cash appropriations along with the 
national school lunch program is partly sound, in my opinion, and 
partly not sound. 

I believe if you will consider the cash that goes into the national 
school lunch program, and also the commodities which go into it, it is 
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charged about right as against the cash appropriations, on the one 
hand, and the surplus commodities on the other hand. 

Anyway, we are all taxpayers. I would hope that the question of 
whether it should be called this or that should not obscure the very 
reat importance of the milk program both to agriculture and to 
the children in the schools. 

Mr. Jounson. You will admit, though, Dr. Fuller, will you not, 
that the farmers should not be charged all of the time for programs 
which help the school children of the country ? 

Dr. Futter. Yes. 

The farmers are helping all of these people all of the time—all of 
us who eat. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, and school milk is a part of it. 

Dr. Futter. Mr. Johnson, I have heard several people here say 
that they believe in the program and think it is a fine thing, and 
would not want to do anything to cause it to be phased out or other- 
wise eliminated. If that is true—and I speak from considerable ex- 
perience in this—I was a State administrator responsible for the 
lunch program, was earlier a local consumer of the program, and 
now represent the State agencies for education that administer it in 
all of the States—if you take $85 or $90 million and tack it onto the 
$110 million or more cash appropriation and ask for it all in cash, 
you will probably not get it. I think it requires team effort here be- 
tween agriculture and education. 

Just as soon as you “charge it” to education, as you say, you will 
have it in the same mixup and the very same division that we have 
for other Federal appropriations for education. 

Mr. Anernetruey. The school lunch program is not charged to 
education. 

Dr. Futter. But in the sense of not being a transfer fund from 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, and in the sense that going 
through the Appropriations Committee, the school milk program 
differs quite a lot from the national school lunch program—the cash 
part of it. 

Mr. Asernetiy. How do they differ—they are foods,-are they 
not—then end objective is the same? ; 

Dr. Futter. There is a difference in the method, though, that makes 
quite a lot of practical difference in the appropriation. One is cash 
appropriation that comes up every year—it goes through the Appro- 
priations Committee. And the other is a transfer from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds. ; 

Mr. Anernetiy. Do you feel then that the school lunch program 
should be transferred back to the jurisdiction of this committee and 
that it should be financed the same way as school milk? 

Dr. Futter. No, I do not. I think that they are in the proper 
administrative position now to do the best for the programs. If we 
want to eliminate the program, the transfer could do it very easily. 
I think a decrease in the total resources available to the school people 
would ensue. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I understood you to say that you are against 
phasing out the program. ‘ 
Dr. Futier. That is right. 

Mr. Anernetuy. And you are interested in perpetuating the school 
milk and school lunch programs ? 
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Dr. Futter. That is right. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And in the end it would not make any difference 
to you where it comes from out of the Federal Government, just so 
that we get the money—this is your primary interest ? 

Dr. Futter. That is right. 

Mr. Apernetuy. That is your primary interest ? 

Dr. Fuuver. Yes. 

Mr. Anernetuy. But you make a difference between the school lunch 
and the school milk program. They are in the same position. The 
end result is the same—the objective is the same. 

I want to get this program out of the price support oper ration. It 
ought to come out. That.is all I want todo. Iam not trying to dis- 
turb the program. I want to get it out of the price support operation, 

Dr. Fuuuer. I believe that ‘the editorials and the speeches are very 
seldom directed toward the school milk program as such. 

Mr. Asernetuy. That is right—that is right. 

Mr. Jonnson. They just add that to it. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I am not saying that it is done deliberately. They 
do not. realize what the situation is. My only objective—I will be 
frank—is to put this where it belongs. It is a social program. You 
are here representing the children ? 

Dr. Futier. That is right. 

Mr. AnerNetuy. Let us put it where it belongs then, in the interests 
of the children. If we are going to continue it, it ought to be contin- 
ued in the interests of the children, just as is the lunch program. 

I do not see any difference between them. I think that they ought 
to be put under the same roof. 

Dr. Fuuuer. I think it is a matter of serving the interests of the 
school children. If you are going to jeopardize that interest by making 
a change in the bookkeeping, I would not do it. 

Mr. AperNeTHY. You are assuming that—you do not know that it 
would be that. 

Dr. Futier. After a good many years of following these things, in 
handling the Federal-State relations for the State super intendents, it 
is my considered and honest judgment that it would be jeopardized. 

Mr. Apernetuy. I am interested as much in the children of my dis- 
trict as anyone. And I would not want to take any steps that would 
eliminate this program. That is not my purpose. I think that it 
ought to be put under the same roof as the school lunch program. 

Either the school lunch program ought to be brought over here or 
the school milk program ought to be put over there. 

Dr. Futter. You are talking of the cash ? 

Mr. Apernetuy. The objective is the same. 

Dr. Fuuier. Yes. 

Mr. Anernetuy. Let the money come out the same way. 

Dr. Futter. How about the surplus commodities, though, that are 
not in that ? 

Mr. AnernetHy. Whatever you do not want in, we will take back. 

Dr. Futier. If you are going to take it all out of the same place, 
as you say, then you would have to do something about the surplus 
commodities under section 32. 

Mr. Asernetuy. We do not have to do that. 
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Dr. Futter. I would leave the milk program with the other com- 
modities, and leave the cash where it is now; leave both where they 
are dealt with now. 

Mr. AperNeTHy. I want to continue to serve the children, but I am 
getting sick and tired of these editorials and hearing speeches charg- 
ing this thing to my farmers, to the price support operation, when I 
know that itisnot such. Iam fed up with that. 

I am sick and tired of reading those editorials. I want to correct 
that. : 

Dr. Fuuuer. I think that the editorials on the educational side, Mr. 
Abernethy, are more difficult to deal with than they are with on the 
agric -ultural side, insofar as the school milk program is concerned. I 
think that, as a team, agriculture and education can maintain this 
program. I think as soon as it becomes more a matter of education 
and is regarded as such and less a matter of agriculture that its sup- 
port would be far more difficult as a practical matter. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Right now you are speaking from the social angle. 

If we did this morning what we should do, to carry out the objectives 
in the 1954 act, we would reduce this program, because it was designed 
in 1954 as a price support operation. That is what it was designed for. 

Now the Department tells us that the dairy situation is leveling 
off. They say that the surplus is about gone. Therefore, the objective 
for which it was created has ceased. It is gone. So if we did what 
we really ought to do from that standpoint we would do just as the 
Department has recommended this morning, to phase it out. You 
are testifying from the social angle. And from the social angle I am 
with you. So I think that we ought to put it on that basis and put 
it in that category. 

Dr. Futter. The school people, Congressman Abernethy,—I re- 
member very well, indeed—had the welfare of the children uppermost 
in their minds in 1954. 

Mr. Apernetuy. In 1954 you did not know a thing in the world 
about this program. You were not here. You did not know about it. 
We had no testimony on it. There were no hearings. There was 
nothing in the newspapers about it. The doors were closed. -Someone 
suggested it in the executive session for the first time. So we just 
added it to the bill before us. 

Dr. Futter. In 1953 and 1954, though, the program was discussed 
in the Department of Agriculture 

Mr. Anerneruy. As to school milk ? 

Dr. Futter. Yes; on school milk. And the administration of it 
began. The purposes were discussed at great length. I was there rep- 
resenting the States. 

Mr. Anrrnetiy. That was after the bill was enacted. 

Dr. Futter. It was after the bill was, probably, in the hopper, not 
necessarily enacted. 

Mr. Apernetuy. It was offered as an amendment right here by my 
friend, Mr. Andresen from Minnesota. We were in executive session. 

Dr. Futter. I realize how it came about. I think that there is a 
great deal of credit to be given to those who brought it. about. 

Mr. Asernetny. It came out of this committee unanimously. 

Dr. Futter. There is one other thing that I would say, too. When 
the Constitution of the United States was written no one had in mind 
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radio or TV or airplanes, let alone intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
and yet the force of the Constitution remains essentially as it used 
to be and it takes into account in the interestate commerce clause al] 
of these things that were undreamed of when the Constitution was 
first enacted. 

In 1954 this milk had two purposes. It had an educational pur- 
pose, to us at least, and it also had an agricultural purpose. Maybe 
the balance between one purpose and the other purpose has varied 
somewhat, but who can say 10 years from now that the balance may 
not go back the other way again. And so I think that to say the pro- 
gram should be eliminated, if one purpose has been carried out, is not 
quite right. We should look at it from the point of view of the schools 
and the school people, and from the point of view of developing a 
program which meets the needs of agriculture and the country and 
the children in the schools as needs arise. 

Mr. Hagen. Do you not have difficulty in selling the school people 
as to why they get 4 cents for a half a pint of milk and only 4 cents for 
a school lunch ? 

Dr. Futier. I have been serving on the Committee of the State 
Directors of the School Lunch and School Milk Programs which meets 
regularly with the Department of Agriculture. This question, of 
course, has come up numerous times. 

There is some difficulty in explaining that, but still I thought that 
it was explained by Mr. Davis very well here this morning, that they 
recognize it as a practical situation. At first, there were complaints, 
Now there are very few. 

However, if you could make some adjustments that would seem to 
be more fair, certainly we would welcome them. 

Mr. Hacen. What is the practical situation ? 

Dr. Futter. This is the practical situation in a State which has a 
high participation in the school lunch program. The Federal sub- 
sidy which started off at 9 cents for the school lunch, has now gone 
down to 3 cents in those States. Three cents is less than the same 
school gets for the second one-half pint of milk with that type of 
lunch. So it is difficult to explain why the Federal Government would 
pay 3 cents for a whole 25-cent lunch, and then pay 4 cents for the 
second one-half pint of milk that goes with that same lunch. 

Mr. Jounson. You say that to this committee. You had better get 
over to the Appropriations Committee and get the school lunch appro- 
priation raised. 

Dr. Futzer. I am thinking in practical terms about how the pro- 
grams can best be served. It seems that way to me. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions? Congressman 
Byron Johnson of Colorado would like to present a statement at this 
time. 





STATEMENT OF HON. BYRON L. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Bryron Jonnson. Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, I want to introduce one of my distinguished constituents, Dr. 
John Perryman, of Englewood, Colo., executive director of the 
American School Food Service Association. 
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Dr. Perryman is recognized both in Colorado and the Nation as 
being an expert in the field of school lunch programs. I commend 
what he has to say to this committee. He speaks for the director of 
the school lunch programs. 

Our own State director, Mr. Charles Lilley, is chairman of the leg- 
islative committee and on the board of directors of the association. 

I wish to urge this committee to make it possible for the children’s 
milk program to continue and epee I am surprised that the ad- 
ministration questions the desirability of making a thoroughly on- 

oing commitment to such a worthwhile program. Some 500 schools 
in Colorado alone are now providing milk to children under the child 
milk program. 

If the reimbursement rate is allowed to go down, the price of school 
milk will go up. This cost will then have to be absorbed either by 
the local school districts or the schoolchildren themselves. This will 
place more of the burden on those who can least afford it and will tend 
to cut consumption among those who most need it. : 

This program surely deserves to be viewed as more than a price 
support program. Our greatest natural resource in the Nation is our 
children. Let us continue and strengthen, rather than weaken or 
abandon, our programs designed to guarantee the strong, healthy de- 
velopment of our children. 

Mr. Jounson (presiding). We will be glad to hear from you now, 
Dr. Perryman. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN PERRYMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, ON BEHALF 
OF AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, AND ON 
BEHALF OF THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 


Dr. Perryman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, since 
Congressman Johnson of Colorado was kind enought to introduce me, 
I would like to introduce the association which I represent. 

I am executive director of the American School Food Service Asso- 
ciation, with headquarters in Denver, Colo., and appear on behalf of 
the American School Food Service Association, and the legislative 
committee thereof, of which Mr. Charles W. Lilley is chairman. 

Mr. Jounson. | believe that a year ago Mr. Gunderson, of Wiscon- 
sin, addressed your association. And at this point, I should like to 
place into the record a letter from Mr. Gordon Gunderson, and one 
from R. E. Gotham. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 

THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Vadison, January 15, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
The House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON : I am sorry it will be impossible for me to appear 
before the committee concerning your bill to increase the appropriation for the 
special milk program from $81 million $85 million for the fiscal year 1960 and 
from $84 million to $90 million for the fiscal year 1961. I should therefore like to 
take this method of signifying support of this measure. 

Although the reduction which is proposed by the Secretary of Agriculture is 
established at one-half cent per half pint, the actual increase in the price of milk, 
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as far as the children and their parents are concerned, will be 1 cent, since 
schools cannot deal in fractions of a cent. There is every reason to believe that 
this will result in a reduction of milk consumption and will undoubtedly result 
in the denying of milk to many needy children throughout the State. Studies 
which have been conducted in this regard have shown conclusively that when 
the milk price is increased above one cent per half pint, the children from needy 
families are the first ones obliged to discontinue participation and thereby be 
denied the food value which a half pint of milk or more provides for them. 

I think we should bear in mind, also, that budgets for the current year have 
been established, and it will be extremely difficult for most school districts to 
obtain additional funds with which to make up the loss in income which will 
be brought about by the reimbursement rate reduction, in the event a district 
should wish to do this instead of passing the additional cost on to the participat- 
ing children. A reduction in reimbursement rate during the course of the school 
year has an extremely bad effect upon all of the people involved in the program, 
since they lose faith in the contracts which they have negotiated with us. This, 
in turn, will surely tend to discourage additional schools and children from par- 
ticipation in the program when we have actually succeeded in serving about 
one-half of the children in attendance in our public schools. 

I sincerely trust, therefore, that your bill may meet with wholehearted approval 
and that the funds will be made available in time to avert an actual reduction 
in reimbursement rates such as has been proposed by the Secretary of Agriculture 
effective March 1, 1960. 

Sincerely yours, 
GorRDON W. GUNDERSON, 
Director, School Lunch Programs. 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
WISCONSIN STATE COLLEGE, 
Stevens Point, January 19, 1960. 
Hon. Lester R. JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON: It has come to my attention that the Secretary 
of Agriculture on November 11, 1959, issued an amendment to his regulations 
governing the operation of the special milk program in which the rates of reim- 
bursement are reduced by one-half cent per pint beginning March 1, 1960. While 
I am in full accord with measures to reduce the unusually heavy expenditures 
of the Federal Government, I feel that the place to begin such economy is not 
at the expense of the health of the children in our school. This reduction would 
be small compared to tremendous wastes in other facets of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I would like to urge your support of a measure designed to restore this small 
amount to the school lunch program. 

Very sincerely, 
R. E. Gornam, 
Director, Teacher Education and Placement. 


Mr. Jounson. You may proceed. 

Dr. PerryMan. We are a nonprofit professional organization and 
have members in all of the States, with the exception of two. Our 
sole purpose is to work for the highest possible standards of nutrition, 
sanitation, administration, and education. 

Mr. McIntire. Which are the two States who do not participate, 
who are not in your membership ? 

Dr. Perryman. We have ae in all of the States, but we do not 


have organized affiliates in North Dakota and Hawaii. 

Our single purpose is to work for general excellence in foods. I have 
a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, which I would like to introduce; 
and since there is some duplication, with your permission, I would 
like to highlight the statement. 
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Mr. Jounson. You would like the complete statement to go into 
the record as though submitted, but you want just to read several 
points ¢ re we 

Dr. PerryMAN. With your permission. 

Mr. Jounson. Without objection, it will be so done. 

(The prepared statement of Dr. John Perryman is as follows:) 


SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 


Statement by Dr. John Perryman, executive director, American School Food 
Service Association on behalf of American School Food Service Association 
(and the Legislative Committee thereof, Mr. Charles W. Lilley, chairman) 


Speaking for the more than 19,000 members of American School Food Service 
Association (with affiliate organizations in 48 of the 50 States), we wish to ex- 
press appreciation for the opportunity of appearing before this committee in 
regard to the special milk program. 

The American School Food Service Association wishes to protest the admin- 
istrative decision by the Department of Agriculture to reduce Federal reim- 
bursement under the special milk program by one-half cent per one-half pint of 
milk. We disagree pointedly with the contention that such a reduction would not 
be injurioues to the conduct of the special milk program. We are strongly of the 
opinion that such a reduction would be injurious to the program and we endorse 
lefislation which would continue the current reimbursement rates as follows: 


For schools operating under the national school 4 cents per 44 pint special milk. 
lunch program. 

Schools not operating under the national school 3 cents per % pint special milk. 
lunch program. 

Following is the thinking upon which our position is based: 

The Nation now has 6 years of experience with the special milk program. We 
know that it has met with fidelity the needs it was created by the Congress to 
meet. A review of the Congressional Record shows that these needs have pre- 
viously been set forth as follows: 

(1) A contribution to an economically sound dairy industry and to the finan- 
cial stability of the dairy farmer. 

(2) An effort on the part of Congress to stabilize the production of milk and 
dairy products, foods basic to our national diet. 

(3) An effort on the part of Congress to increase the consumption of fluid 
milk, thereby reducing surplus purchasing, storage, and distribution of such 
products as cheese and butter. 

(4) To encourage the consumption of milk as one of nature’s finest and most 
complete foods, especially for children. > 

(5) To make effective use of a commodity in abundant supply and at the same 
time encourage the habit of fluid milk consumption, both as an answer to dairy 
production and as an answer to nutritive requirements. 

The reasoning behind this program was sound 6 years ago—and it is sound 
today. That the program has been successful is evidenced by the fact that 2.2 
billion one-half pints of milk were consumed by children in the special milk pro- 
gram during 1958-59, and by the fact that additional funds are now required to 
complete the program for the present year, expected to be from 7 to 10 percent 
above last year’s. 

The growth of this program from zero to well over 2 billion half pints per year 
ii 6 years is a performance record of no mean proportions and one which has 
come about through painstaking work and zeal. The administration of the pro- 
gram has been undertaken by school food service officials, who were given no 
additional staffs or operational budgets with which to do the job. From the 
beginning simplicity of operation has been promised by the Department of 
Agriculture in order to make this undertaking feasible for the already overloaded 
school lunch staffs. 

The setting up of each special milk program required considerable additional 
administrative work on the part, not only of school lunch officials and workers, 
but also on the part of teachers, principals, and superintendents. The program 
has been entered into with some measure of reluctance and misgiving in many 
instances. Inventiveness and extraordinary measures have been required to 
create this whole new outlet for fluid milk. The fact that the program is now 
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operational in more than 81,500 of our Nation’s schools, child care institutions, 
and summer camps, is a tribute to the dedication of those who serve our Nation’s 
youth. 

In 1960 the special milk program must be looked upon for what it is—not one 
single thought, word, act, or appropriation—but rather a widespread working 
cooperation of many people, from the Congress of the United States to the fourth 
grade arithmetic teacher who serves milk in her classroom. It should be remem- 
bered that this consumption of milk has been other than the one-half pints in- 
cluded in the type A requirements of the school lunch program. As a conse- 
quence, milk has been served in the classroom, in school halls, playgrounds, other 
recreational and athletic facilities, and under every conceivable circumstance 
where students gather. There can be no question but that the tremendous accept- 
ance of the program has resulted, not only from the price of the milk, but also 
from its immediate availability. You can well imagine, gentlemen, the changes 
in school routine necessitated by this program. Additional equipment has been 
required such as refrigeration units, vending machines, portable carts, trays, 
and waste-disposal units. In many instances, additional personnel of both ad- 
ministrative and custodial categories have been required. 

Without administrative compensation or reimbursement, State and local ad- 
ministrators have accepted the will of the Congress and have worked hard to 
make the program succeed. Succeed it has. The program is far flung, the 
machinery of operation for the year is in motion, and the people involved are le- 
gion in number. 

If the ruling of the Department of Agriculture is permitted to stand, and re- 
imbursement cut back by one-half cent in midyear, we anticipate the following 
results, all contrary to the intent of Congress in establishing the program: 

(1) Most schools will increase milk prices by 1 full cent per one-half pint. 
(The administrative difficulties of a one-half-cent change in price, collected on 
either a daily or weekly basis, are readily apparent. ) 

(2) In many instances the additional one-half cent collected per one-half pint 
of milk would raise the school receipts above the permissible 1 cent per unit 
handling charge permitted by Federal regulations, thereby necessitating further 
reduction in the rate of reimbursement to the school. 

(3) Consumption of fluid milk under the special milk program will sharply 
decrease (several studies conducted by the Department of Agriculture verify 
this inverse relation between price and consumption). This will have an un- 
fortunate effect upon the dairy industry, will almost certainly require larger 
Government purchases of such items as butter and cheese, and will hit hardest 
at children from low-income homes—children who very likely need the nourish- 
ment most. 

(4) A serious strain will be placed upon the working relationships maintained 
by Federal and State Governments with local administrators. One State di- 
rector has advised us that he did not even have the postage budget to advise 
all the districts in his State of the change in the reimbursement rates. 

It is very strongly our feeling, gentlemen, that Federal, State, and local gov- 
ernments have undertaken this program together. The tremendous expansion 
of the program indicates that no lack of enthusiasm has been evidenced on State 
and local levels in administering this activity in full accord with the will and 
spirit of the Congress in establishing this program. To now say that this out- 
standing, volunteer job has been “just a little too good” and that the Federal 
Government is unwilling to provide quite enough money to complete what it 
began would, in our opinion, have unfortunate, if not disastrous, effects upon the 
future acceptance of the program. 


Dr. Perryman. We wish to protest the administrative decision by 
the Department of Agriculture to reduce Federal reimbursement under 
the special milk program. We disagree pointedly with that. We cer- 

tainly endorse the policy of continuing reimbursement at the present 
rates. 

There are, I believe, two points that I would like to emphasize this 
morning. 

One of them is the matter of working in cooperation among a great 
many people that make this program possible. 

The special milk program is an excellent example, in my opinion, 
of the work and cooperation on the part of every level of government, 
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from the Congress of the United States, from the administrative 
branch of the Government, to the State departments of education, to 
the local school boards, and right down to the fourth grade arithmetic 
teacher who serves milk in her classroom. It is a program of ‘tre- 
mendous breadth and scope. 

There are about 81,500 programs in operation. By the sheer sizeof 
it and the momentum of it, a cutback on the rates, the change in rates, 
the change in the rules of the game, while the game is going on, would 
be tremendously difficult for us to administer. 

I just cannot stress enough the difficulties involved, as has been 
brought out by the State departments of education in administering 
this program. And to do so without any financial assistance in’ the 
administration. 

They already have the school lunch administrative staff that have 
taken on the added burden. They have done so with the assurance 
from the Department of Agriculture that administrative procedures 
would be kept just as simple as possible. And now to go sok and have 
to change in midyear all of the working arrangements would be ver 
difficult indeed. 

We have had one State director, as a matter of fact, who said, “I 
do not have the postage necessary to notify all of my districts of the 
change.” 

So just as it is, a working cooperation among a great many people, 
we feel that it is somewhat unfair to the many people working on the 
rogram for them to enter into it in good faith on one basis, and then 
in the middle of the year have that basis changed. 

The second point I would like to emphasize is that this program 
has, for all practical purposes, created a whole new market for fluid 
milk. And I think that this is a most important consideration. 

The milk involved, the 2.2 billion half pints a year is milk con- 
sumed in addition to the one-half pints sold under the type A pro- 
gram. This means that some real inventiveness has been required to 
develop this program. It means that milk is sold in the hallways, it 
is sold in the laboratories, in the gymnasium, before school and after 
school, at the morning recess, at the afternoon recess. And as Mr. 
Davis pointed out this morning, we feel that a key to the success of 
the program has been the availability of the milk, the fact that school 
administrators have gone all out to make the milk immediately avail- 
able, to make it palatable and almost equal with an attractive price. 
We feel that availability has been a key to the success of the program. 

This has necessitated a great many digressions from what. we have 
always considered to be the customary procedure within schools. Chil- 
dren being children, and fluid milk being fluid milk, when you spread 
that milk all over the school, as many administrators are doing, there 
are inevitably cases where milk is spilled, where there are added main- 
tenance problems. 

Gentlemen, if you just think of over 2 million milk cartons, or 2 bil- 
lion to dispose of a year, even if you distribute them in 80,000 different. 
places, you still have a major problem of maintenance. 

Administrators have gone along with this. They have clearly sup- 

orted the program. It has been in the best interests of the:children. 

hey felt that it was good for the youngsters. That is why they have 
done it, primarily, although I think that we are not totally unaware of 
the contribution which we believe it makes to the farmer, 
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I think no group of people involved in the annual utilization of 3.5 
billion pounds of food, as our members are, will be totally unaware of 
its impact upon the agricultural economy of the Nation. 

Primarily, we are concerned with what it does for the youngsters, 

We feel that the decrease will have many unfortunate effects. We 
fear that the increase will be passed down tothe children. We fear that 
in most cases the increase will be a full cent rather than a half cent, 
because schools are not set up to sell milk on a fractional basis. We 
fear most of all a serious strain will be placed upon the rao ie. 
working relationship maintained by the Federal and State Govern- 
ments with local administrators. 

In conclusion, it is very strongly our feeling, gentlemen, that Fed- 
eral, State, and local governments have undertaken this program to- 
gether. The tremendous expansion of the program indicates that no 
lack of enthusiasm has been evidenced on the State and local levels 
in administering its activity in full accord with the will and the spirit 
of the Congress in establishing this program. And to now say that 
the outstanding volunteer job has been a little too good, and that the 
Federal Government is unwilling to provide quite enough money to 
complete what it began, would, in our opinion, be very unfortunate, 
if not disastrous upon the future acceptance of the program. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Hagen. Are all of your members public school employees / 

Dr. PerryMan. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. We had a situation out in Denver that was somewhat 
scandalous. 

Dr. Perryman. How so / 

Mr. Hagen. I understand that the schools in Denver were paying 
« cent more for milk than they were in immediately surrounding 
areas. Bids in the city were specified so that only one big dairy 
could bid, I understand. Are you familiar with that situation ? 

Dr. PerryMan. No, sir; fortunately, I am not. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. Anernetiy. Did you hear about it ? 

Mr. Hagen. You are from Denver? 

Dr. PerryMan. The office is in Denver. We have nothing more to 
do with public schools in Denver than we have any place else in the 
Nation. 

Mr. Jonnson. Are there any further questions? If not, we thank 
you both, gentlemen. 

I understand that Congressman Dague was present before, and 
that he has a group of five people from Pennsylvania who would prob- 
ably like to testify. 

They are Mr. Roy Morton, the Penn Dairies of Lancaster, Pa.; Mr. 
Frank Heckel, vice president of Penn Dairies, Lancaster, Pa.; Mr. 
Ralph E. Coleman, supervising principal of the Donegal Jointure 
School System, Mount Jay, Pa.; the Honorable Howard Perry, of the 
State Legislature of Pennsylvania; and Mr. Clyde Zehner, of the 
department of public instruction, Harrisburg, Pa. 

Will you gentlemen please come forward ? 

You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF ROY MORTON, PENN DAIRIES; ACCOMPANIED BY 
FRANK HECKEL, VICE PRESIDENT, PENN DAIRIES, LANCASTER, 
PA.; HON. HOWARD PERRY, STATE LEGISLATOR, STATE OF PENN- 
SYLVANIA; AND CLYDE ZEHNER, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
INSTRUCTION, HARRISBURG, PA. 


Mr. Morron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Roy Morton from Lancaster, Pa., with the Penn Dairies, Inc. 

We have on the committee a member producer, a farmer producer, 
and an administrator from the State of Pennsylvania for the school 
milk fund, Mr. Perry. Unfortunately, Mr. Coleman, who is the 
supervising principal of the Donegal Jointure School System of Mt. 
Jay, Pa., could not be present. 

We thought that if there were any questions that we could possibly 
answer, one of us could answer them directly from our experience. 

I myself am associated directly with the schools. 

Mr. Heckel is vice president of our company. 

Mr. Zehner has all of these statistics for the State of Pennsylvania. 

We have come fully prepared to encourage the sponsoring of the 
bill which Mr. Johnson has introduced. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you have prepared statements that you care to 
read or file ? 

Mr. Morton. We do not have prepared statements, other than Mr. 
Heckel has a prepared statement on the effects of the reduction. And 
Mr. Zehner has a prepared statement on the program in the State of 
Pennsylvania under two Governors. The Honorable Howard Perry 
has a statement, as a farmer. 

Mr. Jounson. I know that the time is getting late and we want to 
get through. If you want to read them, you may do so, or if you want 
to file them, they will be printed. It is up to you to decide what you 
want to do. 

Mr. Hecke. | can file my statement. 

Mr. Jonnson. If there is no objection, that will be done. 

(The statement of Frank Heckel is as follows:) . 


STATEMENT OF FRANK HECKEL, VICE PRESIDENT OF PENN DATRIES, LANCASTER, Pa. 


We sell 33,600 half pints milk daily to schools under the Federal milk grogram. 
If the subsidy is reduced one-half cent per one-half pint, we will lose 40 percent 
in sales (approximately), or 13,400 one-half pints daily, or 268,800 one-half pints 
per month (20 days to school month). This milk will be a surplus to the farmer 
and will go to manufacturing milk or class No. 2 milk. Under the Pennsylvania 
control the difference between class No. 1, which is bottled milk, and class No. 2 
is $3.15 per hundred. ($6.65, 4 percent class No. 1; $3.496, 4 percent class No, 2: 
(difference $3.15) : 268,800 one-half pints equals 134,400 pounds per month timex 
$3.15 per hundred equals $4,233.60. Therefore, the farmers will lose in their 
monthly pay $4,233.60. If we lose $268,000 one-half pints and the farmers lose 
$4,233.60 then the farmer will lose $0.015 per one-half pint instead of the one- 
half cent per one-half pint. 


Mr. Zenner. I have a graph showing the growth of the ogee milk 
program in Pennsylvania compared with the national school lunch 


progr am over the period which has been a healthy growth. I have 
‘ad carefully the statement that was presented to this committee by 
Dr. Perryman, executive director of the American School Food Service 
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Association, and I am in full accord with all of the statements that he 
has made, starting on page 5—every statement he has made is appli- 
cable to the State of Pennsylvania. 

I would like to say to the committee that one of the reasons we were 
able to encourage the school people to put the special milk program 
into effect was the fact that every Congressman voted for the increased 
appropriation, with the exception of one, and he was sort of apologetic, 
as I remember, as to why he did not vote for it. This was encouraging 
to the school people, to feel that if they took on this program, it wonld 
continue to be supported by appropriations. 

Any small amount or deviation from that amount that is appropri- 
ated at the present time would tend to create in the minds of the school 
people a feeling that maybe this thing is not going to be continued— 
that somebody is going in a sense to pull the rug out from under you. 

School people have gone into quite a large investment In vending 
machines. In the city of Erie, for example, it has recently purchased 
20 vending machines. They are concerned as to whether the program 
will continue, so that those machines can be paid for according to 
their agreement. 

The administration of the program, so far as it is concerned, if this 
change goes into effect, will change the reimbursement rates of ap- 
proximately 75 percent of the schools in the State of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Are you now able in Pennsylvania to meet the 
difference in the cost of the school lunch? I believe that the Federal 
Government picks up about 8 cents of it. 

Mr. Zenner. We are in the 4-cent bracket, so far as lunch is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Apernetuy. What do your lunches cost ? 

Mr. Zenner. In Pennsylvania, our average price is about 25 cents 
to the child. We estimate that the Federal appropriation is 4 cents. 
The commodities are approximately 6 cents, so the child is getting a 
35-cent lunch for 25 cents. 

Mr. Azernetuy. At the time when the reimbursable amount was 
considerably more than that ? 

Mr. Zenner. Yes, it was. 

Mr. ApernetHy. What was the highest reimbursable amount in the 
school lunch program ? 

Mr. Zenner. It was a maximum of 9 cents. I think that continued 
until 

Mr. AnernerHy. When that was reduced down to 4 cents, did it 
result in a reduction of your school lunch program ? 

Mr. Zenner. No. There has been an increase. And the reason for 
the reduction is due to the increased participation and stabilization. 
The ~ eabgatinenmnen did not increase as fast as the participation in- 
creased. 

Mr. Anernetuy. The school lunch program has grown over the 
years ¢ 

Mr. Zenner. That is correct. 

Mr. Azernetuy. Do I understand correctly that the school milk 
program would not continue to be operated at the same level in Penn- 
sylvania if the reimbursable figure was reduced slightly, about one- 
half cent? Of course, we do not propose to do that. That is why 
we are here today, to prevent such if we can. 
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Mr. Zenner. The schools that would be affected, possibly, are those 
which are not on the Special milk program. Their reimbursement 
would be reduced to 2.5 cents, and the use of the vending machines 
would be impractical Yr that level, with the cost of milk at 7 cents, 
which we have under our milk control in the State of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Jounson. The graph that you referred to previously will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The graph referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Jennrnas. In order to clarify just one figure that has been 
going around in my own mind, at one time you received 10 cents in 
the class A lunch from the Federal Government. You received 6 cents 
from surplus commodities and 4 cents—rather, that is what you receive 
now. 

You received 4 cents in monetary allowance direct preparation and 
6 cents worth of surplus commodities / 

Mr. Zenner. Approximately, that is right. 

Mr. JenninGs. At one time you received 9 cents ? 

Mr. ZeEHNER. Yes. 

Mr. Jenntnecs. How much surplus commodities were you receiving 
at that time ? 

Mr. Zenner. As I recall, it was during the war when there were not 
any available. That is when we went to the cash reimbursement. 

Mr. Jenninas. So you have changed from a 9-cent direct appropria- 
tion to a 4-cent direct appropriation plus a 6-cent surplus commodity 
appropriation or receipt, and you are now receiving 1 cents more from 
the Federal Government than you have ever received 2 

Mr. Zeuner. On that basis, that would be correct; yes. 

Mr. Jennrnes. You have to take the money to buy these commodi- 
ties, the meat, the cheese and the beans and the poultry and so forth— 
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the Government has to purchase. You are now receiving 1 cent more, 
really, in the school lunch program than you rec eived back when 
the Federal Gover nment got X appropri: itions for that purpose ? 

Mr. Zenner. That is correct, but there was a time when there wag 
no cash appropriated at all. It was all commodities. Perhaps we are 
swinging back toward that line. I do not know what the thinking 
of the Department or the Congress is. 

Mr. Jounson. May I interrupt you at this time. When I allowed 
the Congressmen to make their statements, Mrs. Pfost was not in the 
room. Iam going to give her the opportunity to make her statement 
now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO 


Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee, I appreciate the time you have allotted to me to ap- 
pear in behalf of my bill, H.R. 9366 and H.R. 9331 by our colleague, 
Congressman Lester Johnson of Wisconsin. Our bills would increase 
funds for the children’s milk program for fiscal 1960 and 1961. I 
should like to commend Chairman Johnson for being the first Member 
to introduce a bill on the opening day of this session and for holding 
these hearings at such an early date. 

The millions spent today on milk for our children, could be the big- 
gest element in providing a healthy and energetic generation of to- 
morrow. In this enlightened age of human understanding, we know 
that a poorly fed, or ‘insuffie ‘iently fed child means a weak or sickly 
grownup. Such a person is a drag on the economy, and lends little 
happiness to a family. With an expanding population, we should 
automatically provide additional funds to meet the extra demands. 

The special milk program for children started in 1954, and now 
reaches approximately half of the schoolchildren in the United States. 

During the 1958-59 school year, better than 80,000 schools and child- 
care institutions participated, with the children drinking some 2,175 
million half-pints of milk. This is a most impressive record. But our 
burgeoning population—and correlative needs—makes even this figure 
an inadequate one for the years ahead. 

We must strive to fulfill the American objective that no person, 
especially a child, shall lack the food required for adequate nutrition. 
The program’s hope to millions of American youngsters must not be 
tarnished by false budgetary considerations. Its 6-year history is a 
credit to your foresight and concern. 

It was first authorized in the revised dairy price support provision 
of the 1954 Agricultural Act. More than 41,000 schools participated 
in the program that first year, with 45 million half-pints of milk dis- 
tributed at a total expenditure of $17.1 million. 

Originally limited to schools, a successful modification in the pro- 
gram saw an increase in the second year to almost 1.4 billion half-pints 
of milk—an increase of almost three times the original volume. School 
participation jumped from 41,000 to 62,000. Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration funds expended in fiscal 1956 totalled almost $46 million as 
contrasted with the first year expenditure of $17.1 million. In the 
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schools—where milk is sold as a separately priced item—the program 
yrovisions have remained constant since the second year of operation. 
Prenn its inception, schools under this type A national school lunch 
program have received a maximum of 4 cents per half-pint of milk. 
In schools and child-care institutions serving only milk, the maximum 
reimbursement is 8 cents per half-pint. 

The 1956 Legislative Act which continued the program through 
June 30, 1958, saw it extended to settlement houses, child-care insti- 
tutions, and nonprofit summer camps. The summer 1958 program en- 
tailed reimbursements of some $650,000 to about 3,000 camps. 

Thus we can readily see the school milk program to date has both 
increased the milk consumption among children and provided an ever- 
expanding market for fluid milk. — 

However, unless the authorization is increased as provided in my 
bill and H.R. 9331, the Federal Government’s reimbursement rate to 
participating schools will have to be cut in order to stretch the money 
over the current school year. 

This would have immediate and tragic consequences. The effect of 
inadequate funds for maintaining present rates of reimbursement 
would force State, school and child-care agencies to take one or more 
of the following undesirable steps : 

(a) Reject all new applications for participation ; 

(6) Reduce reimbursement rates to all participating schools; 
or alternatively ; 

(c) Continue payments at present contractual rates until funds 
the exhausted and then terminate the contract sometime during the 
year. 

These would adversely affect the consumption of milk by America’s 
children. Milk consumption by children from low-income families 
would be sharply reduced—if not totally excluded from participation. 

School and child-care institutions participating in the coming year 
would be seriously hampered also. The lack of a guarantee of con- 
tinuous payment at full rates of reimbursement throughout the school 
year would very likely blight the present enthusiasm by the schools. 
Many would surely radically limit or discard the program. Our needy 
children expect and deserve a more sympathetic and greater helping 
hand from us. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1954 there were 23 million schoolchildren in the 
United States attending schools that did not provide milk or have a 
school lunch program. Congress bridged this void by providing in 
the 1954 bill—the initial appropriation of $50 million per year for 2 
years to supplement the milk program from the CCC funds. We 
wanted all of those children to have at least a pint of milk a day. Few 
responsible citizens would quarrel with the premise that the children 
of America were entitled to an adequate supply of the world’s most 
complete food—milk. Or that they still are. Surely it is far better 
to have healthy children than to use the money to buy surplus butter, 
cheese, and dry milk. And surely, if we can send billions abroad, we 
can afford a few million for our own children. Good food builds a good 
nation. 

This issue should not be resolved nor prejudiced by trifling eco- 
nomics such as a fraction of a cent per bottle of milk saved at the cost of 
health and energy for our children. Speaking for the people of Idaho, 
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let me assure you with all the vigor I possess, that we want all school- 
children to have at least a pint of milk each and every day. 

This school milk program has had a salutary effect in every area of 
our economy : 

1. It has helped reduce stocks in the bins of the CCC. This in turn 
7. encouraged higher producer prices and increased producer income, 

It is based upon active, nonpartisan cooperation between Federal, 
State, and local Dcanieaats and our individual citizens. 

3. The amount of milk renege through the program has increased 
substantially year after year, as cited hereinabove. 

4. Fluid milk consumed our children is obviously used more ef- 
fectively than that permitted to accumulate in storage facilities. 

The program has been resoundingly popular. Its effectiveness di- 
rectly relates to the health and well-being of the Nation’s most precious 
heritage—our children and future leaders. But we dare not lose sight 
of the explosive birth rate, which creates an ever-increasing number 
of eligible childen. If the program is suddenly curtailed or retrench- 
ments’ occur—or even if the program remains static in an expanding 
economy—its beneficial results ‘would be negatived by a vocal dis- 
satisfaction. 

For these reasons I respectfully urge this committee to unanimously 
and favorably report one of these bills. Congress would thus be asked 
to authorize the ‘expenditure of $85 million for fiscal 1960, and $90 
million for fiscal 1961 in support of the critical school milk program. 
By so doing you would have not only the thanks of the citizens of 
Idaho, and the heartfelt and eternal gratitude of the children of Amer- 
ica, but more importantly a healthier and h: appier population. 

Mr. JoHnson. You may proceed now. 

Mr. Jenninos. Has this program been working satisfactorily ? 

Mr. Zenner. It has just about doubled itself in the last 4 years. It 
has a potential of 75 percent increase over the next 3 years, over its 
present level. 

Mr. JENNINGS. You say it has increased 75 percent over a 3-year 
period ? 

Mr. Zenner. Over its present level. In other words, we could not 
double it again in the next 4 years. We are reaching now about 1,500,- 
000 schoolchildren who are enrolled in the schools who are participat- 
ing in the special milk program out of a total of 2,400,000. 

Mr. Jennrnes. Do you have statewide participation ? 

Mr. Zenner. Do you mean if every school participates ? 

Mr. Jenninos. Universally throughout the State of Pennsylvania, 
or do you have some areas that do not participate because they do not 
believe in it ? 

Mr. Zeunrr. It is accepted in every county. It is accepted in every 
county in about the same proportion. 

Mr. Jennrncs. How much do you charge per half-pint of milk? 

Mr. Zruner. The average reimbursement is 334 cents. And the 
price to the child in school on the special milk program is 5 cents. And 
those on the lunch program varies from 3 to 4 cents. 

Mr. Jenntnes. How much does the child have to pay for the milk! 

Mr. Zeunrr. That varies. In some schools it is as low as 4 cents and 
in some 5 cents. I would say that the average is 5 cents. 

Mr. Anernetuy. You get 314 cents in addition to that? 
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Mr. Jonnson. And the childs pays 5. 

Mr. Zenner. When they charge 5 cents, we reduce the reimburse- 
ment rate then to 3 cents in those schools. 

Mr. Jounson. You reduce it to 3 cents? 

Mr. Zenner. And the vending machines have saved the Federal 
Government money. 

Mr. Jounson. I see. 

Mr. Zeuner. If the cost of the milk is 7 cents, plus 1 cent for dis- 
tribution costs, that makes a total of 8 cents. If the child pays 5 cents, 
the reimbursement is 3 cents. If the child pays 4 cents, the reimburse- 
ment is 4 cents. 

Mr. JENNINGS. You are selling milk at 8 cents per half-pint? 

Mr. Zenner. It is sold to the child for 5 cents. 

Mr. Jenninos. I know that. You sell it to the child for 5 cents. If 
it pays 5 cents you reimburse the school 3 cents? 

Mr. Zenner. The total income to the school is 8 cents. 

Mr. Jenntncs. How much is the State paying for the half pint of 
milk ? 

Mr. Zenner. Seven cents to the dealer. The dealer gives a cent 
and one-half reduction over the wholesale price in Pennsylvania. The 
wholesale price for one-half pint is 814 cents. In our State all dealers, 
under the milk control commission, are allowed to give a reduction of 
11% cents. 

Mr. Jenntnos. This 1 cent is to take care of your administrative 
costs and distribution costs, and so forth ? 

Mr. Zeuner. Pretty generally. 

Mr. Jenntnes. The State is without any cost at all then. 

Mr. Zruner. Only the cost of the administration. 

Mr. Jenninos. I thought that you said that this 1 cent took care 
of the administration and the disbursement and handling. 

Mr. Zreuner. I was thinking about the costs of administration at 
the State level, I think that we were confused, You were talking 
about the cost of administration at the school level. 

Mr. McInvire. As an official in Pennsylvania who has had a great 
deal of experience with the school lunch program, would you con- 
sider the program of feeding through the school facilities as a well- 
established pattern, one which will continue from now on? 

Mr. Zenner. Yes, I believe it has been established to the point that 
it would be continued. 

Mr. McIntire. It may be wishful thinking, but if we ever came to 
a time when production in agriculture and the demand for agricul- 
tural commodities were balanced so that these surplus commodities 
were not available, what influence would this have on the program ¢ 

Mr. Zener. Well, the price to the child simply would have to be 
increased to make up the ditterancs, 

We find in Pennsylvania where schools are forming jointures and 
the schools become closer, or close school hours are put into effect, then 
the participation reaches 85 to 90 percent. In other areas, where the 
schools are located to the residential areas, it drops as low as 15 to 20 
percent. So it would be hard to make a general statement as to whether 
or not there would be a continuation and to what level. 

I would say that it would continue to a higher level in those schools 
of jointures that had close school hours and long miles of transporta- 
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tion of children. Some of the children are hauled as much as 10 and 
12 miles to the school. 

Mr. Aserneruy. Are these surplus commodities essential to the 
serving of a balanced and appropriate lunch ? 

Mr. ZEHNER. Yes, they are. They are considered to be more essen- 
tial each year. 

Mr. Asernetuy. They are essential ? 

Mr. Zenner. I would say that they are essential. 

Mr. Apernetuy. In other words, if you did not have surplus com- 
modities your school lunch program would be a deficient program ? 

Mr. Zenner. It would be deficient, or it would have to be made up 
by increased cost to the child by those same commodities. 

Mr. Asernetuy. That gives me another idea. I think that maybe 
we had better have a reimbursement to the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration for the amount of commodities that we are putting into the 
school lunch program, and get that into the newspapers, too. ‘That is 
all. Thank you. 

Mr. Perry. Mr. Chairman, I agree very heartily with what has 
been stated by some of the members of the committee with regard to 
some of the adverse publicity they have been getting from some of our 
metropolitan papers. And I think that we can do some of the things 
that you suggested this morning, and that it would be very helpful. 

I wish to make a brief statement in regard to this milk program in 
Pennsylvania. We sell milk in Pennsylvania. The price is based upon 
utilization. The more milk we can keep in class 1, the higher our 
price will be. And we find that the school milk program helps to 
keep milk in the class 1. We note that very properly when our schools 
open in the fall of the year. Our percentage of class 1 milk will jump 
a few percent. In order to substantiate that statement we notice again 
over the Christmas holiday, when the schools are closed for 2 weeks, 
that it changes. 

We note that less of it goes into class 1 milk. Soas a result we gen- 
erally find that the December milk check drops in percentage of class 1 
utilization. The January check comes along and it is then generally 
back up again. We feel that this is doing very much to place milk in 
class 1 where producers like to see it. 

Mr. Hagen. Is it not true, however, that your actual peak period 
of dairy produe tion, would be when the schools are not in session? 

Mr. Perry. That is true, but in Pennsylvania most of our milk is 
sold locally, through local distributors, and in local towns. And they 
have been rather insisting that we do not flood the market with surplus 
milk. So the good dairymen in Pennsylvania do not flood the market 
with surplus milk during May and June and July. In July it drops 
off a little, of course, when the fly season comes in. But many dairy- 
men in Pennsylvania have a higher production of milk in September, 
October, November, December, and Janu: uy than they do at any other 
time of the year —not all of them. But the d: airyman who is in the 
business alone finds that he has to operate that way. 

Mr. Hacen. How do they do that? 

Mr. Perry. It is a matter of breeding. 

Mr. Hacen. Is it a matter of breeding ? 

Mr. Perry. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. Thank you. 
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Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions? If not, we thank 
you gentlemen. ois 

Our next witness is Mr. Reuben Johnson of the National Farmers 
Union. We are really having the Johnson boys here this morning. 


STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, REPRESENTING NATIONAL 
FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Revsen Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcom- 
mittee, the school milk program began as a popular program. It has 
enjoyed the support of parents and schoolchildren, State government 
oflicials, school administrators, and producers, 

It is significant that the number of schoolchildren participating in 
the school milk program continues to increase. The situation has re- 
sulted in a reappraisal by the Department of Agriculture of the cur- 
rent reimbursement rate per half pint of milk being allowed the States. 
The rate heretofore established and paid to the States has amounted to 
4 cents per half pint of milk in schools serving type A hot lunches 
and 3 cents in other schools. 

Faced with the decision of whether to limit the participation in the 
school milk program or to cut the above rates of reimbursement, the 
Department of Agriculture made an administrative policy decision 
to cut the reimbursement rate by a half cent per half pint. We believe 
that this was a shortsighted and restrictive view of the attitude of 
Congress toward the school milk program. The prompt introduction 
of H.R. 9331 by Congressman Johnson and this early hearing on the 
bill serve to point up the interest that exists in the Congress in provid- 
ing the financial support necessary to protect the reimbursement rate 
established at the outset of the program. 

I have just read Congresswoman Gracie Pfost’s statement. It is 
anexcellent statement. I understand she has a bill in along with other 
members whose names Chairman Johnson mentioned at the outset. 

The purpose and the effect of the increase in authorizations pro- 
vided in H.R. 9331 is to prevent the cut in the reimbursement rate pro- 
posed by the Department of Agriculture. i 

Only about half of the Nation’s schoolchildren are participating in 
the school milk program. Congress has the right as well as the obli- 
gation, therefore, to review the school milk program each year to see 
that as participation increases there is not a crippling setback in the 
terms of reimbursement that were thought fair and equitable at the 
outset of the program by the executive branch and the Congress alike. 

Mr. Hagen. Again for the record, the Administrator has two choices 
with the current authorization. One would be to cut the amount for 
each one-half pint or to reduce the number of schools participating. 

Mr. Revsen Jounson. He has another alternative. He can ask the 
Congress for the additional funds needed to maintain the establish- 
ment reimbursement rate. 

Mr. Hagen. That was the proposal. 

Mr. Revsen Jounson. I am happy to see that the Department 
this morning, apparently, has changed its mind. As I understood 
the testimony of Assistant Secretary Miller, they are now for the 


bill which Congressman Johnson has introduced. I am glad to see 
that. 








74 





SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 


Mr. Jounson. Anda year ago they were not. 

Mr. Revesen Jounson. That is right. I am intrigued greatly b 
the ideas that have been put forth here by Congressman Abernethy 
as well as Congressman Jennings. We do not have a specific pony 
with regard to ‘the points made, but I can assure the subcommittee that 
farmers are very much concerned about having the cost of these pro- 
grams appear continually as charges against the farm program. 

As Congressman Abernethy pointed « out the cost of the school milk 
program is charged up to farmers. It probably would not be of 
as much concern to farmers if the Department of Agriculture would 
do a little elementary bookkeeping over there and tell the consumers 
more often just what progress is being made on programs which 
benefit them. 

But we farmers are very conscious of our poor public relations 
with many people who work and live in cities. And we are working 
continually in an attempt to figure out how we can better our public 
relations. Fortunately, the picture is not all dark in this respect. 

Certainly, if the Department were to do what Congressman Johnson 
suggested—that is, publish a report which shows just what part of 
the Department’s budget is benefiting the consumer, then we would 
be very happy about it. 

Mr. Anernetuy. Would it not be just as accurate to charge the cost 
of schoolbooks to the school publishers, who furnish the schoolbooks, 
as to charge the cost of milk to the dairyman ? 

Mr. Revnen Jounson. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Anernerny. And would it not also be just as accurate to 
charge up as a subsidy the brick that is used to build the school to the 
brick manufacturers, as to ch: arge the cost of the milk for the school 
program to the farmer—does that not make just as much sense 
of them are essential to a good school program for the schoole shildren. 

Mr. Reveen Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Asernetuy. If this is going to be perpetuated as a subsidy to 
the farmers, then we ought to go back and take the position that we 
are subsidizing the schoolbook industry in purchasing books from 
them, and are subsidizing all of the other concerns that eventually 
put their products into the school programs. 

Mr. Revsen Jonnson. I have discussed this with my good friend, 
Mr. Edgar Fuller, on several occasions, and I think that a major dif- 
ference that exists in the minds of some of the educators as contrasted 
to my own personal thinking is that they just do not have faith in the 
Congress continuing to support this program—— 

Mr. Anernetiy. [think that isan unfounded fear. 

Mr. Reveen Jonnson. Unless the Agricultural Committee has a 
hand in it. 

We have grown up inthis program. You, Congressman Abernethy, 
made the statement that Congress would support this program fol- 
lowing some other means of authorizing funds. 

I happen to be prejudiced in favor of keeping administration in 
the Department of Agriculture. There are mixed feelings in my 
organization toward having the administration in the Department. of 
Agriculture. I think, probably, that the Department of Agriculture 
could administer this program with cost charged to some other 
agency—just like sometimes when we have budgets in our own families 
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we go down the line and look at our list of expenses, and when we do 
not figure out quite where to charge an item, we make a decision which 
best fits our record requirements, The Federal Goveriment has 
the same problem, and the solution can be the same as in keeping the 
family budget. I think that we could work out a way to do the book- 
keeping that i is required to charge this up to the agency of Government 
where it ought to go. 

Mr. JenNrNos. I introduced a bill last year that would leave the 
administration with the Department of Agriculture, but the charge 
would be made to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Revsen Jounson. When we look at the budget of the Depart- 
ment of Agr iculture today, and the swollen amount of the current 
budget of the Secretar y of Agriculture, which involves with his other 
budgets more money since he has been in office than all of the other 
Secretaries of Agriculture combined, we are wondering just how long, 
as farmers, we are going to be able to justify it. Anywhere that we 
could begin to tr ansfer costs by bookkeeping and other ways—c osts 
that do not benefit the farmers directly—I think you will find, in 
talking to the producers, that there is increasing sentiment for that. 

Mr. McInvire. I am interested in your observation. I happen to 
recall the criticism of the Department for not doing a better public- 
relations job. If my recollection serves me ¢ correctly, 1 your organiza- 
tion supported the food stamp plan so that the whole thing would be 
charged to the farmer. 

Mr. Reusen Jounson. Congressman McIntire, we have backed a 
plan to charge it to the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, too. 

Mr. McIntire. The bill that we had before us certainly did not 
charge it to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. My 
recollection is that the National Farmers Union supported the bill 
that we had before us. 

Mr. Revusen Jounson. We supported the bill. We were also sup- 
porting bills at that time, as I recall, that transferred it to the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. McIntire. You are on both sides of that issue. . 

Mr. Revupen Jounson. We were trying to be realistic at that time, 
I might say, and, perhaps we were, since Congress has approved a food 
stamp allotment plan which is better than no plan at all. 

Mr. McIntire. We were, too. I was trying my best to get this 
committee to put this over into the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. You had a perfect right to criticize the Department, 
to charge that it failed in its public relations, and to suggest that the 
program go into an area where your organization we anted to put the 
food stamp plan. 

Mr. Revsen Jounson. Where this is concerned, so far as the admin- 
istrative part of it is concerned, is not nearly so important as how we 
get the bookkeeping done—where we get the funds appropriated to. 
We ought to think about ways w hereby we can show the appropria- 
tions for some of these programs which benefit people other than the 
farmers as charges to other more appropriate agencies of Government. 

That does not mean that you transfer the administrative side of 
these programs. 
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I think, perhaps, there would be justification for a division of the 
administrative responsibility in a program like the school milk pro- 
gram and, perhaps, in the food stamp program, too. But, let me 
come back to this business of the bookkeeping, the charging of the 
funds to an agency is where you actually make the separation in the 
minds of the public between the programs that are chargeable direetly 
to the farmers and those programs which are chargeable to the 
consumers. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any further questions? If not, our next 
witness is Mr. Patrick Healy of the National Milk Producers Fed- 
eration. 


STATEMENT OF PATRICK B. HEALY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NA- 
TIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION; ACCOMPANIED BY N. J. 
POST, DIRECTOR OF SPECIAL SERVICES, NATIONAL MILK PRO. 
DUCERS FEDERATION 


Mr. Hearty. Mr. Chairman and members, my name is Patrick B. 
Healy. I am the assistant secretary of the National Milk Producers 
Federation, with offices at 1731 I Street in Washington, D.C. 

With your permission, I would like to file my statement for the 
record and to comment on its highlights. 

Mr. JoHnson. You may doso. There is no objection to that. 

Mr. Heaty. First of all, we in the federation have had a deep and 
abiding interest in this program, because the federation was in on 
the original development of the program which was about as outlined 
by Congressman Abernethy earlier. 

We are here today to support increased authorization for the pro- 
gram of $85 million for the current fiscal year, and $90 million for 
the next year. 

In that regard, I would like to state that while there are some 10 
or 12 bills before the committee now, in our mind they fall into two 
general classes. 

One section of the bills provide $85 million for this year and $90 
million for next year. 

The other group provides the same amount of money, but tells the 
State school people that the program will be continuing, that. it is the 
desire of Congress to continue the program. And for that. reason 
we recommend to you for your consideration the bills introduced by 
Congressman Quie and Congressman McGovern. 

It is our hope that the announcement which the Department of Acri- 
culture made in November to the effect that they want to limit or re- 
duce the amount of money available to the schools can be rescinded 
early. The Department told us that they would have to have some 
action by the Congress by the middle of February in order to make 
the reallocations, so that the schools can count on continuing through 
the current fiscal year. 

It is our earnest hope that the Congress can take necessary action 
so that the USDA reduction notice can be rescinded. 

We are here to speak for the dairy farmers. We would like to point 
out to you that while today the Commodity Credit Corporation does 
not have surplus butter in its stocks, there is a true surplus of milk. 
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We have about 2.5 percent more milk available to our population than 
is being sold commercially. 

It is ‘through programs such as the special milk program, the school 
Junch program, Public Law 480, the relief feeding programs, the 
Armed Forces and veterans programs, that we are van to balance 
supply with demand and thereby let. the market improve prices to 
farmers. 

We know that this year prices for manufacturing milk, milk which 
is not eligible for most of these programs, aver aged on the market, 
I think, $3.22 against a support level of $3.06. That is 18 cents dif- 
ference. ‘That increase was worth about $200 million to American 
farmers. 

The only reason that that was able to happen is that this milk was 
not converted to butter and cheese and milk powder and deposited in 
Government warehouses. 

That brings us to the question of who should control and run this 
program. While we agree completely with everything that has been 
said here regarding the charge for this program against farmers, we 
endorsed and supported the resolution of this committee last year, or 
the year before, in which you directed the Secretary of Agr iculture 
to set this money aside and ‘not charge it as a farm subsidy. “Nonethe- 
less, we feel that these programs must be under the supervision of the 
Agricultural Committee, because the programs must be geared and 
regulated so as to be used properly to maintain the balance between 
supply and demand for milk. If we turn these programs over to the 
Appropriations Committee to operate then you people, whose 1 ae 
bility is agriculture, can have absolutely no control over regulating 
them for the benefit of the American farmers. 

Mr. Anerneruy. I think that statement, with all deference to you, 
makes just about as much sense as to say that we should hold control 
over the appropriations of every item that is for the Department of 
Agriculture. Every appropriation that is made to the Department of 
Agriculture today is made as the result of legislative authorization 
which originated in this committee. I honestly feel like it is a re- 
flection on—well, not a reflection—I do not want to say tltat—but it 
is almost that-—I think that your 2 itement would be just as sound— 
and I do not agree with you-—if you contend that we handle the ap- 
propriations for every function of the Department of Agriculture. 

We do not handle it for the school lunch program. We do not 
handle it for research. There are literally hundreds of authorization 
acts which have come out of this committee which today are in the 
Appropriations Committee. 

And I cannot, particularly, from the dairy people’s standpoint, to 
save my life, see why this should not be charged up to the appropriate 
functions to which they should be charged. 

Mr. Hraty. Mr. Abernethy, what I am trying to say here is that 
as you well know the dairy ‘farmer took the tremendous burden of 
beating for the entire price- support program 

Mr. Anernerny. With all respect, I do not agree with that. I 
think that they took it like everybody else did. I think that the wheat 
and corn and cotton farmers are the men that. took the burden. It 
has been put on their backs. We know that. Nobody has ever raised 
any question about: the nearly $2 billion we have expended for the 
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dairy industry. I am not complaining about it. But I want the 
record to be straight. 

And this now the Department says that, “We have this balance 
between production and consumption.” If this is a subsidy to the 
dairy farmer, then we have to agree that the purchase of schoolbooks 
from the schoolbook publishers is a subsidy to the schoolbook pub- 
lisher people. 

Mr. Heary. The point that I was trying to make, Mr. Abernethy, 
is that while wheat is catching the brunt of this thing now 

Mr. AperNnetHy. Yes. 

Mr. Heaty. In times past, when there were 600 million pounds of 
butter in the warehouses, that was all we read about. 

Mr. Avernetruy. Yes. But today the price support percentage- 
wise has gone up. It went up before you eliminated the surpluses. 

Mr. Hearty. No. 

Mr. Azernetuy. Yes, it did—of course, it did. 

Mr. Hearty. The basic price-support. programs for which this com- 
mittee is responsible cannot work without these subsidiary adjuncts 
to them which provide places to put the surplus foods. We think 
that it is extremely more important to put the surplus foods, such as 
surplus milk, to use by people, before it hits the market as a surplus 
and thereby becomes a depressant on that market. 

Mr. Asernetuy. That is because of the demand. As long as we 
pump up the demand through this sort of program the milk will 
always be there—it will always be there—we are pumping up the 
demand. 

Mr. Herary. No. 

Mr. Anerneruy. Of course, we are. 

Mr. Heaty. No; milk production is down this year. 

Mr. Anvernetity. This money was not available in 1954. 

Mr. Hearty. That is right. 

Mr. Anernetuy. We made it available and as a result of that our 
consumption went up to this level, and it went up a little bit higher 
as the result of this legislation. You pumped up the demand. And 
I am glad that we did. Naturally, the production has gone up. 

Mr. Heary. It has not. 

Mr. Anernetuy. Sure it has. 

Mr. Hrary. No, sir. 

Mr. Anernetuy. You just said that the producers will have more 
than they can consume. 

Mr. Heatry. That is correct, but we are producing less milk than 
we produced last year, and last year we produced less than the year 
before, the total national production. 

Mr. Anernetuy. Has this had anything to do with it? 

Mr. Hearty. Nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Jounson. There is one thing that I want to get clear at this 
point. If it were not for this program and programs like it, we 
would not be in the position we are in today. 

Mr. Hearty. That is exactly my point. If we did not have these 
programs to utilize this surplus production when we are producing 
more than we buy—although we are not producing as much as we 
produced last year—if we did not have these programs the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation would have mountains of butter in stor- 
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age. And all we are saying here to you is that it is better for you 
to spend money to feed milk to children, to encourage children to 
drink milk, than to give it to the Commodity Credit Corporation to 
buy and put into butter in their warehouses. Which is better. That 
is the main point. 

Mr. Jounson. We asked one of the members from the Department 
as to the price of manufactured milk in 1954 when the program went 
into effect and they could not give the figures. Has it changed any ? 

Mr. Heary. In 1954 the support level, if my memory serves me 
correctly, prices were supported was 90 percent of parity which, at 
that time, represented $3.74 per hundredweight, national average fat 
content milk. 

The Secretary reduced that in 1956 to $3.25, I believe, 

He further reduced it last. year to $ $3.06. 

He continued at that rate this year. However, this year, for the 
first time in all of that period of ih have we had milk sold for 
appreciably more than the support level. This year it averages 18 
cents above the support level. And the reason it did is because we 
have these programs, such as the special milk program, the Armed 
Force program, the veterans service program, and many others like 
them, such as Public Law 480, which keeps this surplus production 
off the market as surplus available to the market, so that the price 
support floor becomes a ceiling on all factory milk pene. 

Mr. Jounson. That 18 cents that you mentioned, does that include 
the price that the farmer gets for grade A milk? 

Mr. Hrary. No; that was the national average price for the average 
fat content factory grade milk. 

Mr. Jounson. The factory grade milk ? 

Mr. Heary. The factory grade milk. 

Mr. Jounson. That is what I wanted to clear up. 

Mr. Hearty. This program, therefore, and others, have benefited 
both the grade A farmer and the manufacturing milk farmer. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Since we want to get the record straight on this, 
in 1958 dairy products were supported at 75 percent of parity—that 
is right, is it not 4 

Mr. Hearty. That is right. 

Mr. Aserneruy. In 1959 they were supported at what percent of 
parity ¢ 

Mr. Heaty. The Secretary announced that it was 77 percent of 
parity. 

Mr. Anernerny. Right—I am not fussing about it. I want the 
record clear. 

Mr. Heary. If I may, Mr, Abernethy, I would like in that same 
regard to talk a little bit about parity. 

Mr. Jonson. We all agree on that. I do not think that we had 
better get into that. 

Mr. Hrary. I should like to, because this parity game that the De- 
partment of Agriculture has been playing ever since 1954 is not all 
that might appear just by reading the numbers. Were they, for in- 
stance, using the same parity rates that they used in 1954—and we 
have supported bills before this Congress to make them _do so—75 
percent of parity would be $3.26 today, instead of having 77 percent, 
which is $3.06. So this parity game is quite a thing. 
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_ Mr. Azernerny. I do not think that in presenting this in a manner 
indicating that it is a subsidy for dairymen that you render a service 
to the dairyman. I have been over this several times this morning, 
I certainly would hope that the Milk Producers Federation would re- 
consider its position. 

Mr. Heary. That is fine. What I say here is the position of the 
federation. I would like one thing to be said for the record, to show 
that we do not wish to call this a subsidy to the dairy farmers. 

Mr. Anernetuy. That is what I am trying to keep it from being 
called. To doso is unjust and unfair. 

Mr. Hearty. What I was appealing for was for the group of men in 
this Congress, who are most knowledgeable in this field, to continue to 
control it, and that is the Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. Jounson. I would like to say something off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jounson. On the record. You may proceed. 

Mr. Hearty. There is one other thing that I would call to the commit- 
tee’s attention, that is, that the Department made considerable refer- 
ence this morning to elbow room, this $3 million or $3,500,000 elbow 
room. It is our belief that if this program continues to accelerate as it 
has been doing, which we think is good, that, perhaps, this year the $85 
million will provide that elbow room for them, but I would think that, 
perhaps, the committee would want to question some of the technical 
people in the Department as to whether the $90 million for next year 
will provide that room. I do not think it does. 

Mr. Hacen. Where do you think the figure should be? 

Mr. Heraty. It is our belief that the program will require $90 million 
in actual expenditures, because the Department must channel this 
money to the States early in the year before the program year starts. 
And there is some pickup here, and some loss here. And so they need 
about $3 million or $3,500,000 surplus. You understand that this is 
not an appropriation, but only an authorization. Even though you 
were to authorize, say, $93,500,000, they would spend only $90 million, 
I think, perhaps, that the committee could be well served to look into 
that very carefully. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, we submit for the record some 
of the following letters on the subject before the committee : 

First, a letter from Mr. R. W. Dorsett, assistant to the superin- 
tendent in charge of business of the Rochester public schools, Roches- 
ter, Minn., addressed to Mr. Bryan Rossi of Rochester Dairy. 

Second, a letter from Mr. Howard Nordstrom, coordinator of lunch- 
rooms of the Fresno City Unified School District, Fresno, Calif, 
addressed to Mr. E. L. Scaramella of the Danish Creamery Association. 

Third, a letter from Mr. W. T. McCullough, executive director of the 
Welfare Federation, Cleveland, Ohio, addressed to Mr. C. K. Laughton 
of the Milk Producers Federation of Cleveland. 

I might state that letters similar to these have been received from 
many other sections of the country. 

Mr. Jounson. They will be included, together with your prepared 
statement at this point in the record. : 

(The prepared statement of Patrick Healy, together with the letters, 
are as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF PATRICK B. HEALY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, ACCOMPANIED BY N. J. 
Post, DrREcTOR OF SPECIAL SERVICES, NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Patrick B. Healy. I 
am the assistant secretary of the National Milk Producers Federation with offices 
located at 1731 I Street NW. 

The federation policies are those of the Nation’s dairy producers speaking 
through their dairy cooperatives. 

The special milk program, about which the committee is concerning itself, was 
fostered by the federation. It has been vigorously supported by our membership 
since its beginning in 1954. Our current resolution on the program states: 

“The federation commends the action taken by the Congress in expanding the 
special milk program and providing that funds expended under the program 
shall not be considered as amounts expended for the purpose of carrying out 
the dairy price support program. Congress is urged to make the program per- 
manent thereby assuring the continuation of its contributions toward improving 
the nutritional level of children and increasing the consumption of milk.” 

We thank you for giving us the privilege of appearing before you to discuss 
the current financing problems facing the special milk program for children. 

The proposals for increased authorizations under the program, which we are 
here today to support, are not made on the basis of conjecture. In March 1959, 
we proposed that $85 million be authorized for the 1960 fiscal year and that $90 
million be made available for the following fiscal year. These proposals were 
based upon an extensive study of the rate of development of the program and 
have been borne out by actual fiscal requirements necessary to continue the 
program at its current rate. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture announced, through the Federal Register 
on November 11, 1949, its intention to reduce, by one-half cent per half pint of 
milk, the level of reimbursement for milk consumed under this program. This 
reduction is scheduled to go into effect March 1, 1960. 

We believe curtailment of this program at this time would be “penny-wise and 
pound foolish’ for the following reasons. First, it would reduce participation 
in the program and thereby deny children its benefits. Second, it would slow 
up the momentum generated thus far through this program in broadening the 
base of consumption for milk. Third, because of the decreased participation, 
it would require the Commodity Credit Corporation to purchase more dairy 
products as surplus. 

The federation membership has long supported the efforts of Congress to ex- 
pand the consumption of milk and dairy products. This support is a matter 
of policy in the federation and a matter of record before committees of the 
Congress. The membership of the federation is very much aware of the effect 
Government-owned dairy stocks have on prices for milk and dairy products in 
the marketplace. It knows that so long as the Commodity Credit Corporation 
has an inventory of dairy products, no matter how small, this inventory will 
have the effect of making the price support level both a floor and a ceiling on the 
price received by dairy farmers for the milk they produce. 

The special milk program for children, as well as several surplus diversion 
programs, are a part of the complex legislation which has emanated from the 
Congress and which, in its total, represents the farm program for milk and 
dairy products. Although the Commodity Credit Corporation currently has no 
butter in its warehouse, there is a true surplus of milk in the amount of approxi- 
mately 2% percent of total production. However, because of the special milk 
program for children, and other programs, a large part of this surplus never 
accumulates in the market place as a surplus and is, therefore, not an ap- 
parent surplus. 

It is the apparent surplus which affects market prices. If the 21%4 percent 
were on the market as surplus butter, farm prices would be even lower than they 
are today. Therefore, programs of this sort serve a twofold purpose. First, 
they divert milk to its most commendable use—the feeding of children—and, 
second, they prevent the accumulation of a surplus which drastically affects 
market prices. 

The progress made by this program since its beginning is best shown by the at- 
tached table. We respectfully refer you to the fact that the service of milk 
increased from 449.8 million halfpints in the 1955 fiscal year to over 2.1 billion 
in the 1959 fiscal year. This is an increase of 367 percent. 
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The objectives set for the program are being realized. More milk is being con. 
sumed in schools and in child-care centers and summer camps. This means that 
more children are getting more milk in school than ever before. It means that 
costs for purchasing and storing dairy products under the price support program 
are lower. It means that more children are developing the habit of including 
milk in their diet, and are thereby improving the nutritional level of their 
diets. It means that CCC purchases of dairy products will be less, thereby de- 
creasing the depressing effect Government stocks have on producer prices. 

Because the excellent progress made under the program should be maintained 
at its present momentum, because the increasing school enrollment creates fur- 
ther need under the program ; and because school officials and others should be as- 
sured that the program will be adequately financed and continuing, we support 
H.R. 9370 and H.R. 9690. These bills would increase the funds available to the 
program from $81 million for the curent fiscal year to $85 million and from $84 
million to $90 million thereafter. These recommended authorizations will, in 
our opinion, assure the continued progress of the program. 

In conclusion, let me point out that the full benefit of the recommended in- 
crease for the current fiscal year will only be realized if it is approved in time 
to assure school officials that the funds will be available for operations this 
vear. The administrative work necessary to get information to all interested 
parties takes time. With a March 1 deadline, this administrative consideration 
is even more important if a slowdown is to be avoided. 

Thank you. 


Unit participation, milk consumption and funds erpended in special milk 
program for children 









Number of | Increase in 
Fiscal year outlets par- | Milk con- Expendi- | expenditures 
ticipating sumption tures | over last 
| year 
ee - — | —_ 
Million Million | 
| half pints | dollars Percent 
i , : 5 41, 094 449.8 17.1 
1956 , 62, 266 1,394.2 45.9 168. 4 
1957 5 71, 239 1, 752.7 60.5 31.8 
1958 76, 478 1, 918. 2 66.3 9.6 
1959 81, 587 2, 176.2 74.2 11. 92 


Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture. 


THE ROCHESTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Rochester, Minn., January 18, 1959. 
Mr. BryAN RossI, 
Rochester Dairy, 
Rochester, Minn. 


Dear Mr. Rossr: I note that the U.S. Department of Agriculture has made a 
decision to decrease the rate of reimbursement, effective March 1, 1960, for each 
half pint of milk served under the special milk program. The reason given by 
the Department for its action is insufficient funds to assure operations for the 
full fiscal year (July 1, 1959, to June 30, 1960), at 4 cents per half pint of milk 
in schools participating in the national school lunch program and 8 cents per 
half pint for all other schools. 

Inasmuch as your dairy is furnishing our schools with large quantities of 
milk, you are aware that a cut would disrupt our financial position greatly. It 
is my belief, if the national school lunch program is to be a part of our socioeco- 
nomic system, the Federal Government should not go part way with it but 
should subsidize it adequately to prevent disruption each year of the monetary 
plans of the participating bodies. This fact should be got across to legislators. 

I am offering these points to you in order that you may be advised of our 
position regarding this matter since you are a member of the National Milk 
Producers Federation. It was thought that your group may be in accord with 
our point of view and would lend your strength to defeating the decision of the 
Agriculture Department and substituting appropriate counter legislation. 

Very truly yours, 


R. W. Dorsett, 
Assistant to the Superintendent in Charge of Business. 





SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 83. 


FRESNO City UNIFIED ScHOOL DisTRICT, 
Fresno, Calif., January 13, 1960. 
Mr. EB. L. SCARAMELLA, 
Manager, Danish Creamery Association, 
Fresno, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. SCARAMELLA: I hope the following will answer your question of what 
the possible one-half cent reduction in milk subsidy for the national school lunch 
program might mean to Fresno City schools. 

There has been no price raise for lunches or milk the past 3 years. This has 
been accomplished through the utilization of every possible means of cutting 
operational costs. It was hoped that the present price structure for lunches 
and milk could be continued throughout the 1959-60 school year. 

If the one-half cent reduction in milk subsidy comes about, it would mean 
approximately an $8,000 loss in revenue for the remainder of the school year. 
At this point, it appears that such a drop in receipts would necessitate a price in- 
crease for both lunches and milk. This, in turn, could mean a reduction in 
student participation in type A and C lunches. 

Thank you for your interest in our problems. 

Yours truly, 
Howarp NorpstTrom, 
Coordinator of Lunchrooms. 


THE WELFARE FEDERATION, 
Cleveland, Ohio, January 15, 1960. 
Mr. C. K. LAUGHTON, 
Milk Producers Federation, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Dear Mr. LAUGHTON: The Cleveland Welfare Federation and its agencies are 
concerned about the USDA reduction in the milk subsidy effective March 1960. 

The children’s institutions, day nurseries, and summer camps have enthusiasti- 
cally participated in this milk program, and have greatly appreciated the sub- 
stantial cash reimbursement from it. 

Any effort that your association can do to bring this to the attention of the 
Department of Agriculture to continue the present subsidy would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
W. T. McCuLiLouGnH, 
Executive Director. 


CLINTON CENTRAL ScHoo. SYSTem, 
Clinton, N.Y., January 26, 1960. 
To Whom It May Concern: . 

This statement is made in connection with the legislation recently introduced 
to provide a deficit appropriation to carry on the school milk program. 

We purchase a great deal of milk, averaging about 20,000 bottles a month. 
We certainly would not like to see this program curtailed if it is at all possible 
to avoid it. 

Of course, we shall continue to use large supplies of milk, but it is probable 
that the amount we purchase will have to be curtailed to some extent for the 
remainder of the year. 

Ricnarp J. Rauen, Supervising Principal. 


MORAVIA CENTRAL SCHOOL, 
Moravia, N.Y., January 26, 1960. 
Mr. DANIEL J. CAREY, 
Manager, Mutual Federation of Independent Cooperatives, 
Syracuse, N.Y. 

Dear Mr. Carey: I have been contacted concerning your letter of January 18, 
to a director of your cooperative regarding the possible curtailment of Federal 
funds provided for the special milk program in the public schools of the State. 
We here at Moravia are particularly concerned over the fact that this program 
might be cut inasmuch as it would directly concern many of our students. 

In my opinion, this program is one of the most worthwhile expenditures pro- 
vided for the children of this country from Federal funds. In our school each 
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child is able to have one or more half pints of milk each day either with his lunch 
or, in the primary grades, during an afternoon milk break. Inasmuch as we 
live in a comparatively rural area and the economic standard of living is rela- 
tively low in most of our families, the very health of many of our children de 
pends upon milk as a source of nutritional food. We have approximately 1,385 
students. During any given month of about 20 school days these children con- 
sume a little over 28,000 half pints of milk. If we were to multiply this by the 
10-month period that school is in session, we would come up with a figure of 
280,000 half pints of milk. If we are to multiply this number of half pints of 
milk by the cost to us of 5% cents per half pint we find that the cost of this 
program runs to $15,400. At the present time the State will reimburse us at the 
rate of 4 cents per bottle, or approximately $11,200. This difference, or $4,200, 
must be made up by the cafeteria or the sale to children. As you can readily 
see the child or the nonprofit cafeteria must contribute approximately 1144 cents 
per half pint. 

With the present educational program in danger of curtailment through in- 
creased costs and loss of State aid any reduction in the Federal aid to the milk 
program will have to be absorbed by the children themselves. I feel certain that 
if this condition comes to pass it will be impossible for many families who may 
have as many as 8 or 10 children to provide the necessary money that will enable 
their children to take advantage of milk at school. 

I therefore urge you and your organization to do all in your power to aid the 
Federal Government in understanding our problem and thereby to carry on the 
special milk program as it has been in the past. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES T. Button, Supervising Principal. 


CENTRAL VALLEY Scnoout Distrricr No. 356, 
Spokane, Wash., January 21, 1960. 
WILLIAM V. MARTIN, 
Spokane Milk Producers Association, 
Spokane, Wash. 


DeAR Mr. Martin: A copy of your letter has been forwarded to me in regard 
to the reduction of reimbursement for milk by the U.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture. This reduction from 4 to 3% cents would affect our program greatly. 

For the months of September, October, November, and December of this school 
year, we have been reimbursed for 149,242 half pints of milk for which at 4 cents, 
we would receive $5,969.68. Had there been a reduction to 3% cents, we would 
have received $5,225.47—a difference of $746.21. The rest of the year would be 
on a comparable basis. 

Thank you for allowing me to make this comment. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. PATRICIA LACROrIX, 
Lunchroom Supervisor, 


—_—— 


JOINT CONSOLIDATED SCHOOIS, 
District No. 414, 
Deer Park, Wash., January 21, 1960. 
SPOKANE MILK PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 
Spokane, Wash. 

Dear Sirs: This is to inform you that the Deer Park Schools are opposed to 
the recent decision made by the U.S. Department of Agriculture to decrease the 
rate of reimbursement for each one-half pint of milk served under the school 
milk program, effective March 1, 1960. If our schools can be of any assistance 
in having such a decision rescinded or in having an adequate appropriation 
provided for the milk program we shall be glad to help out in any way we can. 

The reduction in the rate of reimbursement for milk in our school will affect 
us in an adverse way. The lunch program must either absorb the loss in reim- 
bursement by serving that much less food or else raise the price of the lunch. 
To raise the price of a lunch does not seem advisable at this time due to economic 
conditions. Therefore a student must of necessity get less for a lunch than be- 
fore, because the lunch program is to be self-supporting. Students in our special 
milk program are those who are served milk at recess periods or who supple- 
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ment their own noon lunches with milk. These students will be required to pay 
the additional amount equal to the reduction made by the Department of Agri- 
eulture. I am afraid this will lower the daily participation in the special milk 
program. Therefore this reduction in the rate of Federal reimbursement for 
milk will lower the health standard of some 300 students who are regularly 
served in our hot lunch program and about 275 more who participate in our 
special milk program. We cannot afford to lower the health standards of the 
children who are the real assets of our country. 
Sincerely yours, 
VERBNE H. SIEGEL, Superintendent. 


FREEMAN CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS, 
District No. 358, SPOKANE CouUNTY, 
Freeman, Wash., January 21, 1960. 
SPOKANE MILK PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 
Spokane, Wash. 


DEAR Srrs: Mr. Van Emerson, the county superintendent of schools, has asked 
for a statement concerning the decreased rate of reimbursement under the school 
milk program. 

Our school lunch program must be self-supporting, so if our reimbursement 
rate is decreased, we must either cut the lunch program or raise prices to make 
up the difference. Any raise in price would work a hardship on some of our 
people with large families and low income. 

Sincerely, 
THEODORE J. JOHNSON, Superintendent. 


JANUARY 28, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 


JENTLEMEN: Inasmuch as we have been advised that a reduction in funds 
available through the school milk program is contemplated and because any 
such reduction in school milk funds would make it necessary to increase the 
cost of school lunches to our students, 

We would urge you to make every effort to insure that— 

(1) Sufficient funds be made available to carry out the school milk pro- 
gram without reduction for the remainder of the year, and 
(2) Make sure that sufficient funds are appropriated to continue the 
school milk program at a maximum level for the forthcoming year begin- 
ning July 1. 
Sincerely yours, -! 
Harotp B. WALTER, 
President, Cooperative Dairy Farmers of Middleburg. 
FLoyp F. WALTER, 
President, Cooperative Dairy Farmers of Lewisburg. 


The above resolution was passed unanimously by representatives of Coopera- 
tive Dairy Farmers of Lewisburg and Cooperative Dairy Farmers of Middle- 
burg at a meeting January 22. 


ANACORTES PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
District No. 103, 
Anacortes, Wash., January 19, 1960. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

The Anacortes School District No. 103 would like to protest the proposed cut 
in our reimbursement under the special milk program. This cut will disrupt 
a program in action. 

We hope that an additional appropriation will restore the cut, and a full 
appropriation of $90 million will be made for the next school year. 

Sincerely, 


CLARENCE E. HENNING, Superintendent. 
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BURLINGTON-EDISON ScHOOL District No. 100, 
Burlington, Wash., January 27, 1960. 
Mr. E. M. Norton, 
Secretary, National Milk Producers Federation, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: We have been notified of the change in reimbursement from 4 to 
3.5 cents in the special milk program. 

To my knowledge the blame for this goes to the Federal level where there 
has been a cut in the moneys available to the special milk program. 

This action will hinder us in our local program by forcing us to raise the price 
of milk, thus lowering the number of children who will buy the milk. I realize 
it is only one-half cent per one-half pint but this adds up in a hurry. In our 
small district it would amount to over $300 a year. The lunch program operates 
on a nonprofit basis and most of the time it is a money loser, so any amount of 
aid helps us serve the children wholesome food at a low cost to them. 

I will appreciate any action that will protect us in the future from such a cut 
in the reimbursement for milk served to children. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert N. LARSON, 
Director of Ianch Programs. 


Oak Harpor Scuoo. District 201, 
Oak Harbor, Wash., January 22, 1960. 
Mr. E. M. Norton, 
National Milk Producers Federation, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. Norton: The special milk program is of real importance to us be- 
cause of its relationship to the health of children. 

We strongly urge you to exert every possible effort in the direction of the 
continuance of the program. Any decrease in the level of support at this time 
will be false economy. 

Your support of the special milk program will be very much appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
W. B. Grrpert, Superintendent. 





NEBRASKA-IOWA Non-Stock Co-OPERATIVE MILK ASSOCIATION, 
Omaha, Nebr., January 8, 1960. 
Mr. E. M. Norton, 
Executive Secretary, National Milk Producers Federation, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MIKE: I have just been informed by the State department of education 
that reimbursement to schools in the State under the special milk program will 
be reduced by one-half cent per half pint effective March 1, 1960. 

Mr. Elliott, director of the school lunch services in Nebraska, points out very 
clearly in his letter the effect this can have on their school milk program for 
the remainder of this school year. In studying his letter, I feel very strongly 
that any disruption in the program during the school year will certainly have 
an adverse effect as far as consumption of milk is concerned. I firmly believe 
that Congress should give serious consideration to appropriation of additional 
funds to assure continuation of the program on its present basis, at least for this 
school year. 

Increased participation in the school lunch and school milk programs have 
certainly had a desirable effect upon the income of dairy farmers nationally, and 
at the same time has helped promote a balanced and healthful diet for a great 
number of schoolchildren at a time in their lives when healthful diets are most 
important. 

I know you are making every effort to see that this program is expanded, 
rather than curtailed and I hope it will be possible to obtain additional funds 
from Congress to see that this expansion can be carried out. I do not wish to 
leave the impression that funds to carry the program over for the remainder of 
the school year would be entirely satisfactory. I believe in the light of increased 
participation in the program that enough additional funds should be appropri- 
ated to carry this expansion through the next 2 years. 
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I am enclosing the letter from Mr. Elliott which may be helpful to you when 
hearings are held on this issue. 
Yours truly, 
W. J. Grant, General Manager. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Lincoln, January 6, 1960. 
WILLARD J. GRANT, 
General Manager, Nebraska-Iowa Cooperative Milk Association, Omaha, Nebr. 


Deak Mk. GRANT: As you no doubt know the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
has notified all State departments of education that special milk program rates 
of reimbursement are to be reduced by one-half cent per half pint effective 
March 1, 1960. The reason for the reduction is, of course, insufficient funds even 
though Congress authorized $81 million, an increase of $3 million for the pro- 
gram this year. 

Perhaps a reduction of one-half cent per half pint of milk sounds insignificant 
to many people, but I would like to point out the difficulties it creates. Because 
your organization is very keenly interested in this program and affected by the 
success of it, it is our opinion they will probably wish to take some action in 
regard to it. It is estimated that this will result in a loss of approximately 
$16,200 to the public schools of Nebraska. 

Operation of the special milk program in the schools is governed mainly by 
regulations issued by the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
Regulations for a program of the size and scope of this program are no doubt 
necessary and some of them must be quite arbitrary. One such is the regula- 
tion which forbids the income from the sale of the milk plus the rate of reim- 
bursement from exceeding the cost by more than 1 cent per half pint. With frac- 
tional costs already in existence, and with fractional rates of reimbursement 
soon to be effective, we anticipate the administrative work of this program on 
the State level to at least double what it has been. With the limited staff we 
have in our office the addition of the special milk program has already been a 
burden most discouraging to us. Any additional burden is most likely to result 
in discouragement, if not denial, of participation in this program. We would like 
to see the program expanded to all children, rather than curtailed, for we sin- 
cerely believe it is a very worthwhile program for our children. 

It is our considered opinion that most schools will increase the price of milk 
to children by 1 cent when the half-cent reduction in reimbursement is effective. 
Such an increase in price could well result in eliminating from the program 
the children who are in greatest need of it. It would also necessitate consider- 
able correspondence and increased auditing of each monthly claim from each 
participating school. We do not have the necessary staff to do this. 

This extra work, to say nothing of increased prices and decreased participa- 
tion, could easily be eliminated for the remainder of this school year by a small 
additional authorization of funds by the Congress. Needless to say, it is use- 
less for State departments of education to request such. We believe, however, 
that your members could be effective in securing such. We also believe it would 
be to their interest to do so. We do not believe it is reasonable or justifiable to 
expect the States and schools to make such an adjustment during a school year. 

The decision should then be made as to whether or not the program should be 
continued another year and, if so, to what extent it should be aided by the Fed- 
eral Government. At no time should we ever be expected to alter the program 
during the school year, regardless of cost. 

On behalf of the State department of education and the schools and school- 
children of Nebraska we would like to request your careful and sincere consid- 
eration of this problem. If you desire more information please let us hear from 
you. We would certainly welcome a visit from you to discuss this more 
thoroughly. 

Sincerely yours, 


ALLEN A. ELLIOTT, 
Director, School Lunch Services. 








88 SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 





SEDAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Mountain View, Okla., January 21, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Sirs: We here at Sedan School of Kiowa County, Mountain View, Okla., feel 
that our Federal Government should be enough concerned with the health and 
welfare of the future generation of citizens to guarantee that they get their 
one-half pint of milk by continuing the 4-cent reimbursement as we have a dif- 
ficult problem of financing the program as it is. We oppose the one-half-cent 
reduction because it would cause us to raise the price of the meal to the stu- 
dents and many probably would not participate because of the decrease in the 
incomes of farmers this year. 

Sincerely, 
Haro_p HucuHes, Superintendent. 


CoUuNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
WASHITA COUNTY, 
Cordell, Okla., January 19, 1960, 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sirs: This is to certify that-I am opposed to the decrease in the rate of 
reimbursement for the milk program. 

Reimbursement should not be reduced because: milk in the lunch program 
is vital for the pupils’ health, although it does cause a considerable amount 
of bookkeeping, storage, etc. 

Every penny is needed to keep the local schools’ lunch programs out of the 
red. 

Sincerely, 
Asa A. MARSHALL, County Superintendent. 


CoUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
KIowA COUNTY, 
Hobart, Okla., January 18, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sirs: I am opposed to the action of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
of decreasing the rate of reimbursement for the milk program one-half cent. 

If this is permitted to happen it will reduce milk consumption and affect the 
school program. Schools would have to charge the children at least 1 whole 
cent more as there is no way of collecting a half penny. 

This of course would affect the children’s health. Please do what you can to 
see that this proposed action does not become effective. 

Respectfully, 
SALLY MANSELL, County Superintendent. 


COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
Beckham County, 
Sayre, Okla., January 18, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Srrs: I am a county superintendent of schools with all of the schools 
in our county having school lunch programs. We are seriously concerned about 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s resolution to reduce the price of reimburse- 
ment in the milk program from 3 to 2% cents per half pint. 

Many children cannot participate if they have to pay more for milk thereby 
not getting milk as their growing bodies need. Many children never get milk 
at home but through the milk program have been taught the healthful values 
in drinking milk. I’m thinking of what it will do to our children. 

A carton of milk at recess gives the child the pickup he needs to do his best 
work. 
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I am afraid several of our schools will discontinue the milk program if the 
reimbursement is decreased. 
It is my hope that the legislation introduced to increase the appropriation 
will be passed so that the milk program can continue. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rusy F.. BONNELL 
Mrs. Ruby F. Bonnell, 
County Superintendent. 


CARTER, OKLA., January 21, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : I wish to protest the raising of the milk price to the schoolchildren 
even one-half cent. 

This raise would force the schools to raise the price to the student 1 whole 
cent, which would greatly interfere with the established program. Many chil- 
dren would have to discontinue the regular drinking of milk. 

At the present time each child in our school has milk with his lunch. We 
have estimated that a raise of 1 cent in the price of milk would cause a drop 
in our milk consumption of at least 50 percent. 

Yours truly, 
Nora B. AustTIN. 


CusTeR Pupstic ScHOooLs, 
OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT, 
Custer City, Okla., January 21, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Strs: The present rate of reimbursement for the special milk program 
in our school is sorely needed if we are to maintain this program for the students. 
1 feel that a reduction in price reimbursement at this time will cause our local 
board of education to abandon this program. We have a number of students 
who participate in this program and if we are forced to raise the local price 
I know that they will not be able to continue, and thus the health standards 
set up will be lost. Providing services for the youth of our country is a very 
vital issue to me and I hope that any committee which considers this matter 
will consider the program in this light and strive to build the program up rather 
than decrease it. 

Yours for better education, 
Husert W. SANpeErRs, Superintendent. 


- 


HeExT CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS, 
Brick, Okla., January 16, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
GENTLEMEN: We are a small school operating a lunchroom and serving milk 
with each plate. 
We are barely making ends meet. If the price of milk increased any amount 
at all we would be forced to discontinue serving milk. 
Sincerely, 
LESTER ADAMS, Superintendent. 


SHATTUCK CrTy SCHOOLS, 
OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT, 
Shattuck, Okla., January 21, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Strs: I have been advised of the decision of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture to reduce the rate of reimbursement for the milk program, effective 
March 1, 1960, from 4 cents per half pint to 314 cents for those schools participat- 
ing in the national school lunch program. 
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I feel this is a very unwise decision because first, the milk that the students 
drink at school is, to a lot of children, the only milk they have. Second, with 
the decrease in commodities from years past, our school lunch programs have 
become increasingly difficult to finance. In our particular school, we would 
have to charge additional for our lunches to compensate for this loss of revenue, 
We deem it a health problem and do not charge for the extra milk that is con- 
sumed. Third, I think it would be most unfair to the milk producers. They 
have planned their individual situation on the prospect of milk consumption. 
I am sure new equipment and herd improvements have been made, by these 
producers, based upon what had previously been promised. 

I sincerely trust that you will give consideration to these facts, and that you 
will see fit to leave the reimbursement rate on milk as it now is. 

Sincerely, 
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Etwoop Riney, Superintendent. 


CARTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Carter, Okla., January 22, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: To raise the price of milk one-half cent would force the schools 
to raise the price to the student one whole cent which would interfere with the 
established program. Many children would discontinue the drinking of milk. 

Some of the money we have been sending other countries would go well here, 

Yours truly, 
LocKetT?r Back, Superintendent, 


CARTER, OKLA., January 22, 1960, 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Strs: As a teacher in a public school system, I wish to protest the raising 
of the milk price to the schoolchildren. 

A raise of even one-half cent would make it necessary for the schools to raise 
the price to the students one whole cent. This would interfere with the estab- 
lished prgoram and would cause many children to discontinue it altogether. 

At the present time each child in our school has milk for lunch; but, according 
to a survey made this week, a raise in price would cause an approximate 50 
percent drop in consumption. 

Sincerely, 
Mary Lou Reep, Second Grade. 


COLLEGE AREA SCHOOLS, 
State College, Pa., January 27, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: The reduction in the rate of reimbursement for the special milk 
program in our public schools will materially reduce the effectiveness of the 
program. We urge your organization to use its influence with Congress to in- 
crease the appropriation and thus prevent this reduction in reimbursement. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
Roy S. Jamison, Supervising Principal. 





PENNS VALLEY AREA JOINT SCHOOL, 
Spring Mills, Pa., January 20, 1960. 
NATIONAL MirLK Propucts FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
(Attention: Mr. E. M. Norton, Secretary). 

DeaR Mr. Norton: The Penns Valley Area Joint School Board has been noti- 
fied of a decision by the U.S. Department of Agriculture to decrease the rate of 
reimbursement, effective March 1, 1960, for each one-half pint of milk served 
under the special milk program. If this occurs, it will seriously effect the con- 
sumption of milk in the school cafeterias of the Penns Valley area causing an 
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increase in the cost of the meals and a decrease in the number of students bene- 
fited by the program. 

The proposed reduction in subsidy means a daily loss of approximately $21 
to the cafeterias of our area. This is a major loss to us. 

The Penns Valley Area Joint School Board by resolution on January 18, 1960, 
directed a letter of protest be sent to the proper authorities concerning this 
reduction and the subsequent loss to the schoolchildren of our area. 

It is imperative that present subsidies be retained or increased and our board 
strongly recommends increased Federal appropriation to make this possible. 

Please consider this letter as an official protest to the reduction of subsidies 
as well as a request for increased appropriation to pay for same. 

Sincerely, 
Curtis M. WATTS, 
Supervising Principal, Penns Valley Area Joint School. 
Mary B. BARGER, 
Secretary, Penns Valley Area Joint School Board. 


UpPeR SKAGIT VALLEY SCHOOLS, 
ConcrRETE ScHoor District No. 102, 
Concrete, Wash., January 20, 1960. 
E. M. NorTON, 
Secretary, National Milk Producers Federation, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Norton: We certainly do not favor the proposed reduction in the 
special milk program. It is becoming quite apparent that the Federal Govern- 
ment begins a project like the special milk program or similar projects; then in 
a few years it reduces the financial aid and continues to do so until the program 
has to be supported by local taxes or else discontinued. The general public is 
tiring of this type of operation. In our circumstances we will have to eliminate 
the special milk program if any more reductions occur. 

Your help in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
Hucu M. Barr, Superintendent of Schools. 


MEXICO ACADEMY AND CENTRAL SCHOOL, 
Mewico, N.Y., January 25, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: Parents living in this school district are concerned about the 
Federal school milk program for the rest of the vear. 

Children in this school are consuming on the average of 1,784 half pints of 
3.9-percent pasteurized grade A milk daily. Of this amount, 42 percent is con- 
sumed by children apart from the type-A school lunch program. 

This means that many underprivileged children are receiving at least one-half 
pint of milk daily at a cost of 3 cents per bottle. If the price per child increases, 
the number of underprivileged consumers decreases. 

I believe this represents a typical upstate New York school district. We urge 
steps be taken to continue Federal support for this program. 

Very truly yours, 
STEPHEN T. STANTON, District Principal. 


WESTERN AREA JOINT ScHoor DistrRIct, 
UNION County, 
Mifflinburg, Pa., January 22, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: In view of the fact that the reimbursement rate for the milk pro- 
gram in our public schools will be reduced effective March 1, 1960, I am writing 
to urge you to support further legislation for increased funds to carry on the 
milk program effectively. 
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Milk being one of the most nutritious foods offered on the school lunch menu 
it would seem that we should make every effort possible to keep the price at a 
level where all boys and girls in our schools could avail themselves of a health- 
ful snack between meals as well as a supplement to the platter lunch at noon, 

A raise in the price of milk offered to the pupils would have an adverse effect 
on the amount of milk we now serve in our schools. I, therefore, hope you 
will use your influence to keep the reimbursement rate at the present level in 
order that we may continue to offer the children all the milk they can drink at 
a reasonable price. 

Sincerely, 





Mrs. AGNES C. PRICE, 
Cafeteria Manager, Western Area Joint Schools, 


Der KALB COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
Decatur, Ga., January 22, 1960. 
Mr. E. M. Norton, 
Secretary, National Milk Producers Federation, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Norton: Mr. Hornbuckle, of Atlanta Dairies Cooperative, has re- 
quested me to write you the details of the school milk program in the De Kalb 
school system. 

Currently an average of 35,000 half pints of milk are used each day in the 
De Kalb school system lunchroom program. Of this number 10,000 are purchased 
under the provisions of the special milk program. The purchase of the addi- 
tional 10,000 half pints is greatly encouraged by the Federal supplement. If 
this is reduced, it is anticipated by the school officials that the quantity of milk 
purchased by the schoolchildren will be considerably curtailed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jim CuHyerry, Superintendent. 


Mooers CENTRAL SCHOOL, 
Wooers, N.Y., January 22, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCTS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
GENTLEMEN: We are deeply concerned that the reimbursement for milk for 
our school lunch program is to be cut one-half cent per bottle in the near future. 
I can think of no better way to use Federal funds to assist the school districts, 
the dairy industry, and the children than to maintain our present program and 
allocation. 
We serve over 600 half pints of milk daily to our schoolchildren and will 
appreciate your support in the matter. 
Cordially yours, 
PauL E. VoGAn, District Principal. 


MILLER GROVE RuRAL Hicn ScHoo., 
Cumby, Tex., January 14, 1960. 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: We object to the reduction of funds for the special milk program. 
In fact, we think it should be increased, for the children of our Nation need this 
extra milk. Many of them would not get any milk at all. 

The lunchrooms can just operate as the program is. Any reduction in the 
milk aid would seriously hamper our lunch program. 

Sincerely, 
H. T. MAHAN, Superintendent, 
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TuLIA Pusiic SCHOOLS, 
Tulia, Tex., January 18, 1960. 
Mr. E. M. Norton, 
Secretary, National Milk Producers Federation, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Norron: The special milk program means a great deal to many of 
our students. This has been a very hard year on outdoor-working families. We 
have had wet, cold weather which has eliminated outdoor work. 

Many families in our school district are having difficulties in providing milk 
and food for their children. If the special milk program is ‘decreased, it will 
cause additional financial burden on the school and for many needy families. 

I wish to express my opposition to any decrease in the financial support of 
the special milk program. If there is any way in which we may help to continue 
this program at its present level, please contact us. 

We appreciate your interest and assistance in the promotion of this special 
milk program. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. V. SwINBURN. 


DENTON PuBLIC SCIIOOLS, 
Denton, Tezr., January 21, 1960. 
Mr. J. D. WoopMAN, 
General Manager, North Texas Producers Association, 
Arlington, Tex. 

Dear Mr. WoopMAN: It has been called to my attention that the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture plans to decrease reimbursements to schools for the special 
milk program. We feel that this action would definitely hinder such program 
in that it would be necessary for us to increase the price of milk at least 1 cent 
per half pint. An increase in price would reduce the milk consumption in the 
special program as well as the lunch program. 

This program has been one of the finest sponsored by the Federal Government, 
and it is our hope and the hope of this community that nothing will be done to 
alter the effectiveness of such program. We actually consume over one-half 
million half pints annually in the schools and feel that it is a wonderful asset to 
the health of our school pupils; therefore, we request that your organization 
make every effort possible to avoid any reduction in the reimbursement to schools 
for this purpose. 

Sincerely yours. 
CHESTER O. STRICKLAND, Superintendent. 


ALvorp PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Alword, Tezx., January 20, 1960. 
Mr. J. D. WooDMAN, 
Arlington, Tex. 

DeaR Mr. WoopMan: This letter concerns the reported possible increase in 
price of milk to school pupils under the special milk program. 

The approximate amount consumed by our pupils under this program is 2! 
percent of the total milk purchased by the school lunchroom for all programs. 
I believe that an increase in price will reduce this amount by a large percentage. 

The special milk program has been very valuable in encouraging youngsters 
to drink more milk. It would certainly be too bad to have the trend reversed 
asa result of such a price increase. 

I sincerely hope that some other solution to the problem can be found. 

Yours truly, 


G. R. Price, Superintendent. 


Mr. Jonnson. We will now hear from Mr. Hugh F. Hall, assistant 
legislative director, of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 
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STATEMENT OF HUGH F. HALL, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Haut. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the special 
school milk program, first offered in the school year 1954-55, appears 
to have encouraged an increase in milk consumption among school 
children. As a result of this increased consumption, the program has 
been of assistance in bringing about a more desirable balance in milk 
production with consumption. It has probably contributed to the fact 
that other Government support to dairymen in recent months has 
diminished. 

Because papi enrollment. is increasing in schools to which the pro- 
gram has been available and new schools are making applications 
to participate, it appears desirable that the funds be increased as ree- 
ommended in H.R. 9311. We understand that the proposed increases 
for the current fiscal year, 1959-60, from $81 million to $85 million and 
for the following fiscal year, 1960-61, from $84 million to $90 million 
will permit the program to be continued without reduction in the rate 
of payment which has been established. We, therefore, recommend 
to the subcommittee that the bill be reported favorably. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any qusetions? If not, I ask permission 
to have inserted into the record at this point a telegram and several 
letters that have been received by me. 

Mr. MoInrire. I move that the chairman be authorized to insert 
into the record such documents and others in his diseretion. 

Mr. Jounson. If there is no objection it will be adopted. 

(The telegrams and letters referred to are as follows :) 

LittLe Rock, ARK., January 18, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We strongly favor your bill to increase funds for special school milk program. 
In our State alone more than 1,000 schools participate in this program provid- 
ing extra milk daily to over 200,000 boys and girls. We feel this is one of the 
finest programs ever enacted by our Congress and we urge that it be broadened 
and extended. 

ARKANSAS DAIRY PRODUCTS ASSOCIATION, 
FLroyp SmirH, Executive Secretary. 


Syracuse, N.Y., January 20, 1960. 
Hon. Haroip D. Coo.ry, 
Chairman, House Agriculture Committee, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Eastern Milk Producers Cooperative Association, Inc., representing nearly 

10,000 dairy farmers residing in Northeastern States, is in full support of H.R. 
9331 to increase the authorized maximum expenditure for the fiscal years 1960 
and 1961 under the special milk program for children. 

Eastern’s membership firmly believes that the school milk program has been 
of great benefit to the health of our Nation over the years it has been in effect. 
Additionally, this program has made effective and beneficial use of part of our 
abundance of dairy products while at the same time creating an improved 
future market for those products by encouraging schoolchildren to drink milk 
both for its nutritive value and pleasing good taste. This, we are sure, con- 
tributes greatly to the formation of healthful habits for later life and should 
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also do much to solve the problem of decreased consumption of health-giving 
milk by teenagers and young adults. 

The vital increase in school milk funds also should result in some immediate 
improvement in total milk consumption in the Nation. This, in turn, can be of 
considerable benefit to dairy farmers by helping to improve their income levels, 
a most necessary step toward establishing a stable dairy industry capable of 
continuing to supply our Nation with an adequate supply of pure and wholesome 
milk. 

We respectfully request that our support for H.R. 9331 be made a part of the 
record of your committee’s hearings on this bill. 

ALLEN H. OSTRANDER, 
President, Eastern Milk Producers Cooperative, 
East Syracuse, N.Y. 





ARCADIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Arcadia, Wis., January 11, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
U.S. Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. JOHNSON: I just received a release from your office with the in- 
formation that you have introduced into Congress a bill to supplement the funds 
for the school milk program. I wish to commend you for taking this action. 

The school milk program is one of the most popular services provided by the 
Federal Government. In addition to this it insures all children in the participat- 
ing schools receiving an adequate daily intake of this food. Of all Federal 
expenditures this one must rank with the most valuable. Its greatest asset is to 
the health of the Nation, not to mention the assistance it renders in the consump- 
tion of a dairy commodity. 

You have my permission to introduce this letter to the House Agriculture 
Committee in support of your proposal. 

Very truly yours, 
W. B. Gautscu, 
Supervising Principal. 


WISCONSIN DELLS UNION HieuH Scnoor District No. 6, 
Wisconsin Dells, Wis., January 18, 1960. 


WIsconsIn ScHoo. Foop Service ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the special milk program in Wisconsin has demonstrated its value 
in providing essential nutritional benefits to schoolchildren of the State; and 

Whereas such program has provided a substantial and ready market for the 
abundant milk production of Wisconsin’s dairy farms; and 

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture has announced by amendment to regu- 
lations the reduction in reimbursement rates for milk served under the terms of 
the Special Milk Program effective March 1, 1960; and 

Whereas such reduction of one-half cent per half pint would tend to work a 
hardship on school districts and children participating in such program; and 

Whereas school budgets and finances for the current year have been established 
and cannot now be readily amended to provide for the additional funds which 
this action would require; and 

Whereas this action would in itself tend to discourage the expansion of the 
special milk program in Wisconsin and deny the nutritional benefits of this 
worthy program to the many needy children of the State: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the executive board of the Wisconsin School Food Service 
Association do hereby resolve that the association go on record as opposing such 
action by the Seeretary of Agriculture and requesting that the Representatives 
and Senators in Congress from Wisconsin initiate and support such legislation 
as would rescind the action taken by the Secretary of Agriculture and reinstate 
the prevailing rates of reimbursement for special milk, and that copies of this 
resolution be provided to Representatives and Senators from Wisconsin. 


WISCONSIN ScHuoot Foop SERVICE ASSOCIATION, 
R. W. FensKeE, President. 
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Boarp OF EDUCATION, 
Jornt District No. 1, 
Rice Lake, Wis., January 14, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, , 
Washington, D.C. | 
Deak Mr. JOHNSON: I was quite concerned on reading your last release in 
regard to the proposed prorating moneys used for providing milk for children. 
Once prices have become accustomed to by parents—it is very difficult to raise | 
them and we have had a good deal of health teaching to bring our daily con- 
sumption in our local schools up to 1,600 half pints per day. The board of 
education already subsidizes the lunch program $3,000 per year, in addition to 
all capital outlay and facility supplies. I am sure they and the taxpayers, 
who are already hard pressed, are not going to be willing to subsidize it another 
$160 per month, which is what a loss of one-half cent per half pint would mean, 
The picture here in Wisconsin schools, where State aids only average out to about 
21 percent, is one of local character because of the approximate 79 percent of 
costs on the average raised locally. 
I certainly hope that the prorating does not come because if it did, it would 
be like Congress urging us to get our feet wet—then when we did, they would 
push us under. 
Good luck to you in doing what you can to prevent cutting the milk funds. 
Sincerely, 
Louis M. KING, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


» 


PLUM Crry ScHOooL District No. 3, 
Plum City, Wis., January 15, 1960, 
Congressman LESTER JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I have received notice of a suggested change in our milk 
reimbursement program effective March 1, 1960. I urge you to support legisla- 
tion that will make it possible for the continuation of ensuing reimbursement 
rates. Also, that a mandate be issued requiring the amendment to be rescinded. 

Please support this fight for existing rates, as it could mean a substantial 
amount of reimbursement for our schools. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALLACE LINDHOLM, Supervising Principal. 


DatRY INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA, 
Sacramento, Calif., January 15, 1960. 
Hon. LesTer JOHNSON, 
Chairman of the Dairy Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: It is the writer’s understanding that the House Dairy Subcommittee 
will hold hearings January 20 on proposed legislation increasing authorized 
funds for the special milk program. 

The Dairy Institute of California, a trade association whose members process 
and market in excess of 60 percent of the dairy products consumed in California, 
wishes to go on record in support of legislation as indicated in S. 2751, H.R. 
9329, H.R. 9331 (with yourself as author), H.R. 9366, and H.R. 9469. 

We subscribe to and support the resolution passed by the California State 

3oard of Agriculture on December 21, 1959, a copy of which is enclosed herein. 

In the event future hearings indicate the desirability of personal appearances 
by representatives of California’s dairy industry, will you so advise? In the 
meantime we are anxious to hear the results of your January 20 hearing. 

Respectfully, 
R. J. Beckus, Manager. 
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RESOLUTION PASSED BY STATE BOARD OF AGRICULTURE, DECEMBER 21, 1959 
RE NATIONAL SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 


Whereas the Congress of the United States authorized the use of the funds 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation for the purpose of increasing the con- 
sumption of fluid milk by children in nonprofit schools of high school grade 
and under; and 

Whereas, in 1958 Congress authorized a basic annual expenditure of not to 
exceed $75 million, and in August of this year Congress increased the 1960 
authorization to $81 million and established $84 million for 1961; and 

Whereas the Director of the Food Distribution Division of the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agricultural Marketing Service has advised the California State Su- 
perintendent of Public Instruction that effective March 1, 1960, the maximum 
subsidy per half pint would be reduced one-half cent; and 

Whereas California schools entered into the program in good faith and have 
more than doubled milk consumption by schoolchildren since 1954, a reduction 
in the rate of reimbursement in the face of rising milk prices will force schools 
to increase charges to pupils, which will result in reduced participation. A 
decrease in the rates in March and a return to the original rates in July will 
cause confusion and create administrative difficulties at the State and local 
level: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the California State Board of Agriculture, meeting at Sacra- 
mento, Calif., on December 21, 1959, does hereby recommend that sufficient funds 
be made available to continue the special milk program through this current 
school year without change; and be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be furnished to the Governor of the 
State of California, the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture, and the California con- 
gressional delegation, 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
Madison, December 29, 1959. 
Representative LeEsTeR R. JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Lester: I am writing to urge you to renew your efforts for a more ade- 
quate authorization for the Federal special school milk program. Additional 
funds are needed to prevent a planned cutback in this program. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has informed State school officials that 
the Federal allowance for the special school milk program will be reduced by 
one-half cent per half-pint on March 1 because funds are running low. 

Mr. Gordon Gunderson, State director of the school lunch program, advises 
me that the decrease in Federal support may tend to discourage further ex- 
pansion of this program. 

This demonstrates that you were right a year ago in introducing your bill 
to provide $S5 million for the milk program during the present school year. 
The compromise appropriation of S81 million that was approved by Congress is 
falling short by approximately $4 million of keeping pace with the increase in 
participation by school systems and school children. 

Instead of cutting back the special milk program, we ought to expand it ag- 
gressively until every school child in America is able to get milk in school. 

Even in Wisconsin, only about 60 percent of the school children are now par- 
ticipating in the special milk program. The national participation rate is much 
lower. 

During the 1957-58 school year, 351,000 Wisconsin elementary and high school 
pupils participated in the milk program in Wisconsin out of a total average 
daily attendance of 596,000. Of these, 234,000 were receiving milk in addition 
to that served in connection with the regular school lunch program, and 117,000 
were receiving milk alone. 

Wisconsin schools are receiving about $2 million per year currently in Federal 
support for this program. The Federal contribution, as you know, amounts to 
4 cents per half-pint served in addition to the milk included in regular school 





98 SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM IN FISCAL 1960 AND 1961 


lunches, and 3 cents per half-pint for schools that serve milk alone. According 
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s present plans, this is to be reduced to 
8% cents and 2% cents per half-pint respectively on March 1. 
Sincerely yours, 
GayYLoRpD A. NELSON, Governor, 


Datry COUNCIL OF LINCOLN, 
Lincoln, Nebr., January 15, 1960, 
Hon. LAWRENCE Brock, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Brock: We at the Lincoln Dairy Council would like to urge that 
you vote for the $3 million deficit appropriation to complete the school milk 
program for this school year at the present reimbursement rate. 

The 1,500 producers and dealers who support the Lincoln Dairy Council feel 
that the completion of the program in its present status for this school year ig 
essential. If it is changed it will probably mean the complete discontinuance of 
the program in many cases, because of increased bookkeeping. 

The Dairy Council program is based around teaching good nutrition. Milk 
consumption in this area is only about half the recommended allowance now, 
If the school milk program is discontinued for any reason, the consumption will 
be even lower. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
Mary E. Carey, 
Ezvecutive Director. 


TayYtor, Wis., January 18, 1960. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON: We wish to commend you on your action to 
prevent cutting the Federal support to the school milk program. I would cer- 
tainly like to know the names of the Congressmen who would vote to undermine 
the health of thousands of children just to cut down a bit on Federal spending. 

There are many other ways to cut expenses without tampering with the wel- 
fare of America’s children. 

Much luck and our sincere thanks for your stand on this issue. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. Rosert OLSON, 


Mr. Jounson. If there are no further witnesses to come before the 
committee, we stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 1:25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 


x 








